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WHEAT MARKETING QUOTAS 


THURSDAY, JUNE 4, 1953 


By adding at the end of subsectiol 9 a” ne St rence to read as follows 
on) reserve acreag set aside herein for annortionme t bv the Secretarv shall 


be used to make allotments to counties, i addition to the e 





made under subsection (b) of this section, on the basis of the relative needs of 
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counties for additional allotment because of reclamation and other new areas 
coming into the production of wheat during the five calendar vears immediately 
preceding the calendar year in which the national acreage allotment is proclaimed.” 

c) By striking out in subsections (a) and (b) the word ‘‘ten’’ wherever it appears 
and inserting in lieu thereof the word ‘“‘five’ 

d) By inserting in subsection (b) after the words ‘“‘The State acreage allotment 
for wheat”’ the language “‘, less a reserve of not to exceed 3 per centum thereof 
for apportionment as provided in subsection (c) of this section,” 

e) By inserting in the first sentence of subsection (c) after the words “‘on the 


basis of’ the language ‘‘past acreage of wheat, 
f sy striking out in the second sentence of subsection (c) the words ‘‘such 
inty’’ and inserting in lieu thereof the words “‘the State’’. 
g) kv striking out in subsectior 1) the figure ‘1940’ and inserting in lieu 
thereof the figure ‘‘1950’’. 
I 3. Section 335 (d f the Agr i ral Adjustme t Act of 1938, as amended, 
s amended by striking out the figur 200° and inserting in lieu thereof the figure 
100) 
Sec. 4. Publie Law 74, Seventy-seventh Congress (55 Stat. 203), as amended, 
frie led as follow 
By striking out in the second sentence of paragraph (2) the language ‘50 
of the besic rete of the loan on the commodity for cooperators for such 
irketing vear under section 302 of t! Act and this resolution.”’ and inserting 
( ereof the language Oper centum of the paritv price per bushel of the 
commodity, es of August land Mz: 1, respectively, of the calendar vear in which 
he ! = | ested,’ 
I By striking out in paragraph (7) the figure 15" wherever it appears therein 
und erting 1n lieu ereof e figu 20 
Sec. 5. Notwithstanding anv ot r provisio f law, the national acreage allot 
vent for the 1954 crop of wheat shall not be less than sixty-six million acres 
Si 6. Sections 1, 2, 3, and 4 of this Act shail become effective with respect to 
the 1954 and subsequent crops of wheat 


The purpose of the bill is to amend the wheat-marketing-quota 
provisions of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended, 
and for other purposes. 

The first witness will be Mr. Howard H. Gordon, Administrator, 
PMA, in the Department of Agriculture. 

Mr. Gordon, we will be very glad to hear you if you will take a chair 
there. 

Mr. Gorpon. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 


STATEMENT OF HOWARD H. GORDON, ADMINISTRATOR, PMA, 
UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 


Mr. Gorpon. I am very happy to be here before this committee 
this morning, but I am going to have to be frank and say that | 
haven’t had as much time for preparations as I should have liked, 
and I do have with me representatives of the Grain Branch and my 
executive assistant who have been working on this bill; and I will 
appreciate it if you will let me call on them from time to time. 

The CuHatrman. Who is with you from the Grain Branch? 

Mr. Gorvon. Mr. Walker is here from the Grain Branch, and Mr. 
Holm, my executive assistant is here also. I would be glad if both of 
those would sit here with me 

The CuairMan. They may bring a chair up to the table with you if 
they so desire. 

Mr. Gorvon. | have a statement here which I will read if you will 
permit, please, sir. 

We start out with ‘Definitions.’ 

1. Subsection (a) of section 1 of the bill would change the definition 
of “national average yield,” as applied to wheat, to provide that such 
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national average vield shall be based on the national average yield per 
acre of wheat during the preceding 5 calendar vears instead of 10, 
with adjustments only for abnormal weather conditions. This change 
would facilitate the determination of the national average yield on a 
basis which would more realistically reflect the current geographic 
pattern of wheat yield. It is not expected that the national average 
yield so determined would be appreciably different from a determina- 
tion based on a 10-year period. The use of a 5-year period would 
eliminate the need for making adjustments for trends in yield and 
would be consistent with provisions of the bill for apportioning the 
national acreage allotment among States and counties on the basis of 
a 5-year period. It would also bring these determinations for wheat 
in line with cotton, rice, and peanuts. 

2. Subsection (b) of section 1 of the bill would change ay - finition 


of ‘normal yield” for any county, in the case of whea » provide 
that such normal yield be determined on the — of ‘ie average 
yield per acre during the preceding 5 calendar years instead of 10, 


with adjustments only for abnormal weather anion. This change 
is considered necessary in order to more accurately reflect the pro- 
ductivity of the county in relation to current farming operations and 
to place the determination of county normal yields on a comparable 
basis with the determination of the national average yield. As 
changed, the term ‘normal yield’? for any county, in the case of 
wheat would become uniform with that already established for cot- 
ton, peanuts, and rice. 

3. Subsection (c) of section 1 of the bill would change the definition 
of “normal vield’’ for any farm, as applied to wheat, to provide that 
such normal yield be determined on the basis of the average yield 
per acre during the preceding 5 calendar years instead of 10, with 
adjustments only for abnormal weather conditions. This change is 
considered necessary, even more so than for the national average 
yield and the county normal vield, in order to more accurately re- 
flect the current state of productivity of the farm in relation to cur- 
rent farming operations and to place the determination of farm 
normal yield on a comparable basis with the determination of county 
normal yields. As changed, the term ‘‘normal yield” for any farm 
would become uniform for the commodities cotton, wheat, rice, and 
peanuts, 


APPORTIONMENT OF NATIONAL ACREAGE ALLOTMENT 


1. Subsections (a) and (b) of section 2 of the bill provide for the 
establishment and apportionment of a national acreage reserve not 
to exceed 1 percent of the national allotment. Based on past ex- 
perience it has been found that there is a definite need for a reserve 
acreage for apportionment to counties in addition to the regular 
county allotments. This reserve is needed primarily because of the 
short history of many farms in reclamation and other new areas 
where the acreage of wheat has expanded rapidly in recent years. 
The establishment of such reserve would permit the alleviation of 
inequities by administrative action, which in the past has required 
special legislation such as Public Law 272, 81st Congress. 

2. Subsection (c) of section 2 of the bill would change the base 
period for apportioning the national and State acreage allotments 
among States and counties from 10 years to 5 years. The use of a 








5-year base period would be more representative of the geographic 
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Mr. ANpRESEN. Mr. Chairman. 

The CuatrMan. Mr. Andresen. 

Mr. ANDRESEN. Now, as I understand the legislation, it provides 
that every farmer can raise up to 25 acres of wheat. Is that correct? 

Mr. Gorpon. Well 

Mr. ANDRESEN. Does he have to have a history of raising wheat 
before he can plant the 25 acres that would be permitted under the 
provision of this bill? 

Mr GORDON. We are getting way ahead of ourselves. Mi Andresen 
1 wonder if we could wait until we get to that section 


Mr ANDRESEN. Well, we were talking here about a history. Now, 
does a new farmer in wheat production have Lo have a history of 


raising wheat before he can plant the minimum amount allowed? 

Mr. Gorvon. Well, as the chairman just pointed out, your past 
histroy is just 1 of the 5 factors that would be considered. 

The CuarrmMan. Well, let me ask this question Ir. Andresen is 
referring to a later provision in the bill which raises the limit from 
15 acres to 25 acres of the acreage which would not be subject to 
marketing quotas 

Now, that, as I understand it, does not in any way affect acreage 
allotments. It makes no change in the acreage allotment provisions, 
so that the farmer’s allotment would not be in any way affected by the 
25-acre provision and his eligibility for price supports would depend 
upon whether or not he complied with his acreage allotments; is that 
correct? 

{r. Gorvon. That is right, sir. 
Mr. ANprESEN. I take it then that a man would have to have a 


history in wheat production before he could plant his 25 acres 

Mr. Gorvon. | would like to ask this gentleman, Mr. Walker, to 
reply specifically to that. 

Mr. Warker. Specifically your question is: Would a new wheat pro- 
ducer have to have a history before he could plant up to 25 acres 
under the marketing-quota exemption? 

Mr. ANDRESEN. Yes. 

Mr. Waker. The new wheat producer does not have a history to 
start with; but he may produce up to that amount without any 
penalties under the marketing-quota provisions 

Mr. ANpRESEN. I am thinking of what is taking place in certain 
areas of the country where thev are going out of one type of farming 
and they are searching around to find crops that they can plant in their 
area. My district happens to bea ty pical district, because the farmers 
there are voing out of the dairy business and thev are roing into the 
sovbean and wheat and barley and oats production—cash grains, 

Now, under the old law, they would be precluded from going into 
these new grains if we have marketing quotas, excepting to the extent 
of 15 aer 3; and if they did not have a history on wheat produc tion, 
at least within the past 50 vears, they might find it exceedingly difh- 
cult to raise wheat, without a penalty. 

And that is what I want to get clear. 

Mr. Waker. Even though he is a new farmer, if he does not exceed 
that minimum limitation for marketing quotas, he would not have any 
penalty; he would not be interfered with in his production and 
marketing. 
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However, he would not be eligible for price support under the 
price-support program unless he had an allotment and planted within 
that allotment, even though his acreage is below the minimum for 
marketing quotas. 

Mr. ANpresEN. Then he has to show a history of wheat production 
before he can be eligible for the price-support program. 

Mr. Watker. No. He can make application for a new farm allot- 
ment. And if he receives a new farm allotment, and plants within 
that allotment, he is eligible for price support. 

Mr. Apert. But each State is limited to this 3 percent as to how 
much—how many allotments they have. 

Mr. Waker. That is correct. 

Mr. Anpresen. I can visualize that if this marketing-quota law 
goes into operation, there may be in my State, alone, thirty or forty 
thousand new farmers going into wheat production. 

Mr. Atsertr. You will not have enough reserve to put them all 
under the 3-percent State reserve. 

Mr. ANDRESEN. Well, they must plant something. 

Mr. AtBert. They can plant wheat without coming under price 
supports. 

The Cuarrman. Mr. McIntire. 

Mr. McIntire. Just to clarify this for myself on this point: 
Wherein does this paragraph 4—let me see whether I am in the same 
paragraph—of the past acreage of wheat—is that circumscribed by the 
preceding 5-year record of acreage or will this adjustment be provided 
for in subsection (e) here of section 2 (b) in addition to the historical 
base of 5 vears under this bill? 

Mr. Wacker. I hope I understand you question. 

The inclusion of past history for the farmer in the determination 
of the farm acreage allotment would make a fifth factor to be con- 
sidered. As it stands now, the factors to be considered are: the type 
of soil, the topography of the land, the rotation system followed on 
the farm, and the tillable acres. 

In the past we have had to get the history of production of whea 
and other crops on the farm in order that we could determine the 
tillable acres and the rotation system followed. 

Now, some history in the past has been used in the determination 
of farm acreage allotments, either directly or indirectly as it had a 
bearing upon those four factors. 

All this is just to formalize the use of history as a factor to be 
considered by the county committee in the determination of individual 
farm acreage allotment. 

Mr. McInrire. But all within the limitation of the historical basis. 
In other words, the four previous factors and now a fifth is used to 
determine the wheat acreage up to the acreage on the historical base. 

Now, would this past acreage factor be a justification to break 
through the acreage established on the purely historical base? 

Mr. Warker. It might and might not. It depends upon the action 
of the county committee and upon the situation that they find the 
farm in. 

For instance if the history is low due to abnormal weather conditions 
or something like that, certainly they would bust through that 
history. They would delete the low history from consideration and 
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determine for that farm an acreage allotment comparable to other 
similar farms. 

On the other hand, the history might be high because of some fae- 
tors. It might be the failure of some other crop, or it might be a 
change in the farming practice, such as going from wheat production 
to beef cattle production, or such as going to dairy farming—in which 
case he needs pasture—and the history of the farm in this case would 
be high. 

Therefore, they might disregard that history if these facts are shown 
to be true and determine for the farm an acreage allotment based 
upon the other factors 

Mr. MeEytire. Then the historical basis which was previously 10 
years, then under this bill would be 5 vears, does not form then a 
ceiling on this particular farm operations. These other factors might 
be used as a vehicle to break through the historical acreage of the 
operation. 

Mr. Waker. I believe I can help vou out now because I am cateh- 
ing up with vou. 

The 10-year and the 5-vear history that we are talking about is for 
purposes of apportioning the national allotment to States and to 
counties. Instead of going on a 10-year history, we go on a more 
recent 5-vear history in the apportionment of the national allotment 

Now, the histor) we are talking about here is for the individual 
farm, and we are currently obtaining that iets for the 1954 pro- 
gram—we are getting the history for the past 3 vears—it isn’t the 5 
years or the 10 years; we get enough material and information on the 
farm so that the county committee will hs ave a basis for determining 
for that farm an acreage allotment for the 1954 crop. And it is not 
connected with the 5-vear base or the 10. vear base. 

Mr. McInvire. And all of these adjustments on the farm level 
must be kept within the county allotment which was based on the 
historical figure of 5 vears and this is just another factor which can 
be considered at the farm level to determine the place of this indi- 
vidual farm operation within the overall quotas that is followed. 

Mr. Wacker. That is correct. 

The CuarrmMan. I presume that I am correct in this theory, in the 
absence of some evidence to the contrary: that in case of a farm which 
has been growing wheat for a number of years, it would be considered 
that wheat growing was logically a sound farming practice. 

We are giving weight to it on that theory—that the history of the 
farm itself demonstrates that it is a farm suitable for wheat growing. 

Mr. Wacker. That is right. 

Mr. Gorpon. It might be helpful to point out that we have got 
the Nation and State on a past-acreage basis; and this simply takes 
it on down to the individual farm. 

The CHAIRMAN. Yes. 

Well, there seems to be no further questions. You may proceed, 
Mr. Gordon. 

Mr. Gorpon. 5. Subsection (g) of section 2 of the bill would limit 
the protection of the so-called Barden amendment to owners of wheat 
farms acquired in 1950 or thereafter by the United States for national 
defense purposes. As originally enacted on February 6, 1942, the 
provision extended protection to owners of wheat farms so acquired 
in 1940 or thereafter. 
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lt is felt that owners whose farms were acquired by the Federal 
Government during the 10-year period, 1940 through 1949, have 
either received the benefits of the Barden amendment as originally 
enacted or have been able to build up sufficient wheat-producing 
history during such period so as to assure themselves of fair and 
equitable treatment when acreage allotments are 1m effect. Also, 
the administration of the provision as originally enacted would be 
exceedingly difficult because of the lack of adequate records of farming 


operations on mdividual farms for the vears prior to 1950. 


Section 3 of the bill would change the farm bushelage ¢ xemption 





from marketing quotas from 200 bushels to 400 bushels. The effect 
O1 the change would make thie by ishelag exemption con parable to 
he acreage exemption contained in section 4 (b) of the bill 

, section 4 (Db) of the iii 0 ld change the farm acreage exemption 
ron narkebtin quotas trom 15 aere 0 25 acres \ creat majority 
( | rowing 25 acres or less of Wheat are lollowing crop-rotation 
systems involvine the use of wheat as a rse crop in the seeding of 
le umes and uss hae quant \ i wheat repl sented by such 
prod ers Is relativel mall Therefore, exempting these small pro- 
ducers Irom m ceting quotas we uld have no significant effect on the 
tol ul juant vy of vhe iL pro wed tor mal | and would permit them 
to continue their normal cropping operations without being subjected 
to m til pel Lies The 1) partm nt is concerned over the dis- 
ruptions in crop rotations, land-use pra es, and farming patterns 

ised by the imposition of production controls it the same time, 
t} e would be no Impairment of the pri il org of these small iarmers 
ol Obtaiming price support is they choose to comply with their acreage 
illotments In addition, the decrease in the number of farmers sub- 
ect to marketing controls would result in considerable administrative 
( om 

TI prop sed change in the law Increasing the exemption level 
from marketing quotas fron 5 acres or 200 bushels to 25 acres or 
100 bushels vould increase the percentage Ol xempt wheat farms 
from an estimated 51.6 perce to 64,8 percent, OF DV Lo é percent. 


(jn the other hand, the perce tage of total ac reage so affected would 
be increased from 9.5 percent to 16.5 percent, or only by 7 percent. 


On the basis of a 5-vear average acreage and pi duction applied 


wainst the 1950 distribution of allotments, it is estimated that 12.2 

of t! roducth Ipt irom marketing quotas 

i that Inder the proposed unimum this exemption would be 

ncreased 0 20 Dp ( { 

lt oul pe erroneo to assume that no reduction in acreage 

ould be made by thi ducers so exempted \creage allotments 

( ( 1) estabi ( ior fa } una acres regardless of the 

( mpi ns from marketing quotas Compliance with such allot- 
ments would be prerequisite to eligibility for price support 

One effect of this change would be to offer 64.8 percent of the 

Nation’s small wheat producers an opportunity to exercise their 


own initiative and judgment as to whether the benefits of price 
support justify the disruption to their farming program which would 


1 } 4 . J ~ 
Se 4 used DV compliance WIth acreage allotl Mus. since only 20.5 
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percent of the total production is involved and past experience indi- 
cates a relatively high percentage of complaince with wheat acreage 
allotments, we do not believe the effectiveness of production controls 
would be impaired by this change. We believe the freeing of a 
larger group from marketing quota penalties and the resultant 
decrease in administrative problems make this a desirable change 

Mr. Hiuu. Before you go into the question, let me ask vou a 


question on this exemption program on page 5 


The increasing exemption would go from 18.5 up to a little over 
P20) percent. In other words, you have 20 percent of the wheat crop 
not cove red at all: is that correct? 

Mr. Gorvon. That is right. By marketing quotas, there would 


be acreage allotments 

Mr. Hity. But it is not covered on marketing quotas, and that is 
what affects the market. It is the marketing quotas that affect the 
market and not acreage at all. Because you can have all kinds of 
acreage and failure, and your market will go up 





You have made no provision for farmers feeding wheat. How do 
you gel around that When a man feeds his own wheat The farmer 
who markets his wheat on the market and the farmer who crows tt for 
feed, VOU are it] VoIne’ to pu (hem in the same catecoryv? | mean 
for feed 

Mr. WALKE! Mer. Hill, up to the 25 acres he can do as he pleases 
with the wheat But if he plants more than 25 acres, he will be 
subject to marketing quotas. And the feeding of wheat under the 


law is the same as marketing wheat undee the law 


Mr. Hitz. That is what you rule 

Mr. Watxker. No. It has not been ruled: that is the law. The 
feeding of wheat is considered marketing of wheat. 

Mr. Hiuv. Of course, that does not change my question, bi 
cause what I am driving at is how that would affect the market: 
revardless of what the la V Says, if vou are gong to let thy Se fellow 3 
gFTOW 20 percent of all the wheat in the United States and market 
it in any way they please, if they just keep their acreage correct, 
how in the world are vou going to have any effect on the general 
marketing of wheat? 


As lone as vou leave 20 percent free—20 percent of the bushels of 
wheat—could be free and above market controls: is that right? 


Mr WALKER As it stands now, with the 15-acre exemption 
12.2 percent of the production is already exempted 

Now, all this 

Mr. Hitt. What I am saving is that vou are going to have 20 more 

Mr. Waker. It just moves from 12 percent up to 20 

Now, the point that vou are bringing up is: are we in a position 
to appraise the effects of this raising it from 12 up to 20 would have 
on the markets? 


Well, I dont know whether anybody is in a position to really give 
you an answer to that; but the fact still remains that vou would 
have 80 percent of your production of wheat, and really that is the 
commercial wheat, that would be under marketing quotas. Out of 
a normal crop that would mean about 900 million bushels of wheat 
would come under the marketing quotas provisions 

Mr. Hii. Let me tell you what is behind my question. 
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You say right in here that you are doing it for one purpose only. 
You are doing it to get away from the expense of administering the 
program. Now, if that is the reason you are doing it, what I want to 
know is why you are proposing it; because I frankly confess to you I do 
not think it will work. Because Michigan is a typical example—or 
Missouri—and you heard Mr. Andresen here. What are these folks 
going to grow? Why, you know what you are going to grow; vou are 
going to grow wheat, as he has already told vou. 

Now, if you are going to do that then you come along and com- 
plicate the wheat program by saying ‘“‘ We will just give you more of 
a chance to knock the whole thing in the head.” 

The CHarrMan. Will you yield there? 

Mr. Hiiy. Yes, sir. 

The CuatrMan. There is nothing in this bill that is going to offer 
anv inducements as | see it to a farmer to grow wheat that he would 
not have if there were no acreage allotments and no marketing quotas. 
This bill m itself does not stimulate the production of wheat. 

All it does, this feature of it—I would say it does roughly what we 
have in the corn program now with commercial corn acreage and 
noncommercial corn acreage. Of course, we substantially have that 
on Wheat now to the extent of 15 acres. But your question would 
imply that there was something in this bill which stimulated the 
production of wheat. 

Now, I don’t think there is. 

Mr. Hitxi. Well, I did not mean to say it would stimulate it; but 
the natural thing for a farmer to do if he quits dairying is to go into 
some kind of crop production; and I know of nothing that is easier 
to grow than wheat. If the farmer has the land and has the climate, 
there is nothing easier to grow than wheat. 

Mr. Gorpon. I would lke to point out, Mr. Hill, that I did say in 
here that the record of these small producers on compliance with 
acreage allotments is exceptionally good. And that they have kept 
well within their acreage allotments, generally speaking. 

Now, our references here to administrative economies is just simply 
in passing that there could and would be some. I want to say further 
that the wheat advisory committee to the Secretary which met some 
months ago, did ask for a clear delineation of commercial wheat areas, 
and this proposal here would tend to accomplish that to some extent. 

Mr. Hiut. I frankly confess to you that I think it will do exactly 
the opposite. I do not think for a minute that it will do the thing 
you are thinking about. In other words, you are going to make it 
easy for a small farmer to put his acreage into wheat. There is no 
question about it. 

Mr. Gorvon. Now, the thing that does concern the Department is 
the possible reaction of this large body of small producers to what 
amounts to disfranchisement—the elimination of their eligibility to 
vote in connection with the referendum. 

Mr. Hitt. We just as well face the music, because there is no easy 
way to control wheat. In my own thinking, there is no possible way 
for us to control wheat acreage or bushels of production without really 
hurting some segment or some section of the wheat-growing area 
in the country. 

The CuairmMan. Let me ask you this, Mr. Gordon, in connection 
with Mr. Hill’s question: 
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You made a reference a while ago to the fact that there had been a 
high percentage of compliance with acreage allotments on the part of 
small wheat producers. Now, I take it that those are the small 
producers who market their wheat on the market and who are inter- 
ested in the price-support program because they are interested in the 
price. 

Now, there are some others perhaps who grow wheat for feed on 
the farm. And they are not interested too much in the price-support 
program, and they probably would not be affected by the question 
of whether or not they comply with the acreage-allotment program. 

But those are not commercial producers. Their wheat does not 
get on the market. And is it a reasonable assumption that those 
who would market their wheat—and wheat would become a factor to 
the market—are likely to comply with the acreage allotments and 
that those who do not comply are in the main farmers whose wheat 
does not go on the market? 

Mr. Gorvon. I think that is a reasonable assumption. 

Mr. ANpRESEN. Will the gentleman yield? 

The CHAIRMAN. Yes. 

Mr. ANpDRESEN. Well, most wheat that is grown generally goes to 
the market. There is a limited amount that goes to feed. It is 
entirely different when you come down to corn. I know when we 
had the corn program up here and the allotments were made when 
we had control over corn and acreage that in my section at that time 
you were not permitted to plant enough corn to fill the silos without 
violating the acreage allotment. 

What I am going to ask you now is going to be very, very important 
to a lot of people out in the areas where they are going through a 
revolutionary period in farm production. 

Now, the news stories that have gone out have indicated that the 
acreage will be increased from around some 55,000,000 acres of wheat 
to 66,000,000. And that there would be no control over 25 acres of 
wheat and that the minimum acreage to allow without marketing 
quotas would be 15 acres, which has been increased to 25 acres. 

Now, | have also understood that one reason for increasing the 
acreage was to eliminate the number of farmers who would vote in 
the referendum. By increasing it to 25 acres, that would limit it 
limit the number that could vote in the referendum. Is that partially 
correct as I stated? 

Mr. Gorpon. Now, we did not write this bill, Mr. Andresen. 

Mr. ANpreEsEN. I thought the news stories had come from the 
Department. But, be that as it may, under this bill, I want to ask 
you one specific question. Here is a farmer who has not produced 
any Wheat in my area since 1898. He has been producing corn and 
rye and barley and oats for feed to livestock. Now, he has gone out 
of the dairy business. 

Mr. Hill suggested he ought to go into beef cattle. Well, we have 
too many beef cattle now. And so he is searching around for a cash 
crop. 

Now, here is this man. He has not planted wheat for 55 years on 
this farm. Now, just what can he do without violating the law and 
securing the benefits of any support program? 

Mr. Waxker. He can make application to his county committee 
for a new farm wheat acreage allotment. And if, upon considering 
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his situation, they grant him a new farm acreage allotment, and he 
plants within that acreage allotment, he will be eligible for price 
supports. If that allotment should be more than this minimum he 
would also not be subject to penalty under marketing quotas because 
he would be in compliance with the market-quota provision. 

Mr. ANprRESEN. In other words, then, for a new man going into 
wheat production, he cannot plant the 25 acres unless he is given the 
farm acreage allotment from the committee? They may give him 
3 acres; they may give him 5 

Mr. Waker. And they may give him 50 

Mr. Gorpon. And now he would be eligible for price supports—you 
want to add that. 

Mr. ANDRESEN. Yes. That is what I said—to be eligible under the 
support program. 

Mr. Gorvon. Yes 

Mr. ANDRESEN. So if the county committee decides that this new 
farmer, if he is not given 25 acres under the allotment, he has to take 
what the county committee gives him in order to be eligible in the 
price-support program? 

Mr. Waker. That is correct 

Mr. ANpRESEN. Maybe that 25 acres does not mean much of any- 
thing in the areas like I have where they have no history; and where 
the 3 percent does not allow the granting of 25 acres up to 25 acres 
for these new farmers; is that right? 

Mr. Watker. You are probably correet—in Minnesota. 

Mr. ANprRESEN. I just want to verify it because you men are the 
ones who were going to administer it. So if a farmer now is planning 
on planting 25 acres of wheat for this fall—winter wheat—he will not 
be allowed to do that unless he gets that acreage allotment from the 
county committee? 

The CyarrmMan. That is not quite correct 

Mr. ANDRESEN. | mean to get the price support 

Mr. Betcuer. As I understand it, the gentleman from Colorado is 
afraid you are going to get too many acres, and the gentleman from 
Minnesota is afraid he is not going to get enough under this bill; is 
that correct? 

Mr. ANDRESEN. I do not know whether he will. There is going to 
be an inerease of about 11 million acres of wheat. 

Now, is that correct under this bill? There will be an increase in 
acreage of this bill from 55 million up to 66 million? 

Mr. Waker. You mean in the minimum allotment for 1954? Or 
do vou mean from the 194 

The 1953 seeded acres is about 77 million. 

Mr. ANDRESEN. Well, that will be cut down. 

Mr. WALKER. So, it would represent a cut. 

Mr. AnpreseN. When this 77 milhon acres was planted. 

Now, the second point I want to get straight—I am straightened 
out on one point. This farmer cannot expect to plant 25 acres under 
the support program unless the county committee allots him 25 acres. 

Mr. Wacker. That is right 

Mr. ANDRESEN. Number two: Will this small farmer who is going 
into the business of raising wheat be eligible to vote in the referendum? 

Mr. Waker. It depends on the acreage he is going to seed for 
harvest in 1954. 


> seeded acres 
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Now, if he has an allotment —suppose this minimum were raised to 
25, and he has an allotment of 25 or less. He is not eligible unless he 
can prove to the county committee that he is seeding more than the 
25 acres. If he does show the county committee that he is going to 
plant more than that, he is eligible to vote even though he is in violation 
of the marketing quota. 

Mr. ANbDRESEN. Well, then, really the only thing that this bill 
affects is in the large historic wheat producer —that is, as far as the 
referendum is concerned that he eannot be cut down in his acreage 
allotment below 20 acres? 

Nir WALKER No We are ettin confused The acreage allot 
ment mav be established below 25 acres. Sut if it is established 
below 25 ‘acres. he has to plant within that acreage allotment in order 
to exercise his privilege for price support. 

Now, he can plant up to 25 acres without being subject to marketing 
quotas 

Mr. ANDI ESEN. Well, he re is a man in sil] Hill’s district and | 
know I am stating a small amount—but he planted a hundred acres of 
wheat tl is year And marketing quotas are voted: he vets an acreag 
allotment. Can he be cut down to less than 25 acres? 

Mr. Waker. It is hardly likely; but he could be cut down to less 
than 25 acres; if the county committee decided that he is planting on 
land that sheuld not be devoted to wheat, then they can cut him 
below 25 acres But if that land 1s suitable for the production of 
wheat, the farm normally would take the average cut for the county 
or the community. , 

Mr. AnpDRESEN. He has been raising wheat on that land in the 
last 13 vears 

Nr WALI ER. Then the latter part of Inv answer goes 

Mir. ANDRESEN. Somebody wanted me to yield. 

Mr. Harvey. Mr. Chairman. 


In the statement of 25 acres or 400 | 


bushels, does that mx 
vou might exceed the 25-acre allotment if your total production did 
not exceed 400 bushels? 

Mr. WALK! You supposition 1s correct. If he plants 25 acres 
he might produce more than 400 bushels; but he is still exempted from 
marketing quotas 

Mir. Harvey. Suppose he plants 30 acres and still only gets 400 
bushels? 

Mr. Warker. He is exempt if the normal production of the acreage 
planted to wheat is less than 400 bushels. 

Mr. Harvey. Well, then in my area—and we feed all the wheat 
that we produce—suppose, you come to my farm and say: “Now 
we can see that you planted more than 25 acres,’ and I said, ‘‘Yes, 
but I only produced 400 bushels and I am going to feed it all.’’ So 
there is no method of checking it over the scales to know how much I 
actually produced. And I insist that | only produced 400 bushels, 
but you think I produced 800 bushels. How are you going to handle 
a case of that kind? 

Mr. Wauker. The moment that a check of performance finds that 
you are exceeding the minimum acreage allotment, then immediately 
you have a marketing excess. Now, the marketing excess is first 
determined on the basis of the normal yield established for the farm. 
If you can prove that your actual production was less than the 


34564 vo 








14 WHEAT MARKETING QUOTAS 


normal production of the farm acreage allotment, you are exempted 
from paying a penalty on the marketing excess. 

If you cannot prove it, you have the penalty to pay. 

Mr. ANDRESEN. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Harvey. Just a minute, and I will. 

Then, these folks get around—I am doing a pretty extensive hog 
feeding—and a lot of this wheat goes into feeding operations imme- 


diately You get around for a check p possibly in September and 
the wheat has been harvested 2 months and you come and I have 
only 200 bushels of wheat. How are you going to prove in that 


imstanes 
Mer \\ ALKER. Do you sé ed your wheat in the fall? 
Mr. Harvey. Yes 


\ir. Wanker. They will check that seeding in the fail. They will 
no ait until vou harvest it; if vou seed the wheat in the spring, they 
Will cl that wheat meht after it is seeded so they have checked 
the acreage. They know vou are out of compliance. So they are 
by ! to service you nght there. 

They do not wait until vou harvest it. 

\ Harvey. Yes, but I still have the richt to produce 400 bushels 


of wheat, don’t I; even though I mav have exceeded mv acreage 
} 


wilotment, I ean produce 400 bushels of wheat without coming under 


\lr. Wanker. But vou have to prove that. 


Mir. Gorpon. The burden of proof is on the producer 
Mr. Harvey. I think quite frankly—I am not quarreling with your 


theory-——but I am trying to bring it down to actual practice, because 
| have seen some very controversial situations come out in vears gone 
1) vhereby several men who did feed wheat were penalized ; and | 
think that probably they should have been penalized allright. Except 
that due to the very situation that I have set forth, the penalty as 
finally assed was purely arbitrarv. There was no justice in the 
pennity i know that. 


The men were penalized far bevond what they actually should have 


been, because of the arbitrary nature. 

Now, I have a certain amount of sympathy for the administrators 
who are attempting to carry out the program. But in the final analysis 
they were just purely arbitrary. They came in and said to this 
fellow: We say that you exceeded your production by a thousand 
bushels; and we are going to penalize you accordingly. And they did. 

But they really hung it on this producer. And I know they did, 

And I think that in certain areas this is going to be a very contro- 
versial feature. And the reason I am dwelling on it is that I feel in 


view of the history of what has been going on in these areas in the 
past that we are going to have to have a better type of administra- 
tion to provide justice for both the administration and the producer. 

Mr. AnprEsSEN. Will the gentleman yield. 

Mr. Harvey. Yes. 

Mr. ANDRESEN. I can point out several cases in the State of Ohio 
one in particular—a former Member of Congress—had a dairy farm; 
and I think he raised considerable poultry. And he fed all of his 
wheat. And he was dragged into the court but I guess they could 
not find any jury to convict him. But no question about violating 
the regulation; because he did market his wheat through his dairy 
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cattle and hogs and poultry. And he was taken into court. And I 


am not certain if they reached a decision on it; but the case was 
dropped, because it was not very probable in the area 

Mr. Harvey. Well, I am not trying to hunt trouble for the ad- 
ministrators of this program; I do think, however, that it is well to 
point out that you will have this problem to deal with. And ob- 
viously it is going to be a very, very difficult case to administer if you 
have at all the interest in justice to consider 

The CHarrMan. Will you yield to the Chair? 

Mr. Harvey. Yes. 

The CuarrmMan. Of course, you have the problem of whether it 1s 
15 acres or 25 acres, do you not? 

Mr. Harvey. Oh, yes. I would say quite freely or frankly that 
that would be the case in either event, regardless of what your limi- 
tation happened to be. But, it is, in any effort to administer a con- 
trolled program, a very difficult problem. And I was only, for the 
sake of the committee, attempting to set forth the situation, hoping 
that the administration will have in mind that—and recognize 
that they are going to be confronted with a very difficult problem of 
enforcement and not have the case happen as happened previously 
when many of these suits were in court for not just one but for years 
that they dragged alone. And they cluttered up our courts, and | 
do not think that there was ever anv real admission on the part of 
the administrators that justice was had, even so. 


A great many men escaped penalty that | obably should have | ald 
it and others were overpenalized just because they were not able to 


fight the case with legal counsel in the Federal court 


The CHarrmMan. Well, I think it is a verv pertinent point, and | 
think you presented it very well. Of course, it is more a matter of 
administration than it is legislation, but I think it is something that 
we should take into account in considering the legislation 

Mr. Harvey. I do not know, Mr. Chairman—lI do no ow of 


vthine that we ean write into the law itself that will make the 


an ( 
administration of that problem any easier. But I would like to ask 
Mir. Gordon whether he has any suggestion as to redraftine or amend- 


ing the proposed legislation that would help the administration in that 
particular tvpe 

Mr GorpDdoNn We do not have nt th Ss moment 

The CuarrmMan. Mr. Kine 


Mr KING Ihis question relates to pens 





who does not want to comoly with thy program at al iss imme | um 
a vecetable farmer and | decide that Ve reto bles are not pronts ble and 
I want to throw 200 acres into wheat. and Ido not want an allotment, 
and I do not want Government support prices; I will take m\ chances 
of selling it Aas best | ean to anybody who wants to use whe v: what is 
the penalty in that situation? 

Mr. Waker. If he does not have an allotment equivalent to the 
200 acres, he is not going to be in a position to even market his wheat. 

Mr. Kine. You mean there is a prohibition on the part of the buyer 
to buy it? 

Mr. Waker. Absolutely. The buyer would be held responsible 
for the penalty just the same as the producer under the provisions of 
law. 
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In other words, he cannot do that and market his wheat if two- 
thirds of the wheat producers in this country vote that we are going 
to impose marketing quotas 

Mr. King. What fundamental difference is there in creating that 
ort of a system and the system they are now using in Russia? 

Mr. Warker. Well, I do not know the system they are using in 
Russia, but I think this is the democratic way to handle it here. The 
farmers vote themselves to impose marketing quotas; and they can 


imposed under the law unless the farmers themselves do vote 


An | that 1s two-t] 


irds vote of all the producers who are voting that 
are subject to the marketing quotas 

| it regimentation, it is at least 
voluntary regimentation, s¢ lf-imposed. 


Mr. Gorbdon if you want to eal 


‘Ir. Kine. If they want to vote themselves right out of the free- 
enterprise system, why, that is their privilege. That is democratic, 


nd must apply to the other one-third whether they like it or not. 
The CHarrMan. Mr. McIntire 


I 
NI MecIneiei Do I understand correctly that there is no such 


thing as free wheat in this situation? There is wheat which is grown 
ion, but there is no such thing as a free market which is just 

nde hie pport level? 

Mr. Wa pR. I hope I understand your question correctly. 

| lel rE. Well, let me put it differently perhaps then. 

Let’s take these persons who are 25 acres or under. Let us assume 

mer the same as Mr. Andresen was approaching this applies 

for a wheat allotment He has no historical base. But by virtue of 
the county committee’s decision, he does get 18 acres as an allotment. 
But he plants up to 25. Now, true, he is not eligible for support,but 
h no subject to penalties either, is he? 

Nii WALI That Is ] cr] 

Mir. Mel What di he do with his wheat? 

Mr. Waut He can do anything he wants with it 

HH il] issued a ecard indicating that he is not subject to market- 
ne quotas and he ean sel his wl eat any\ he re he Wants to 

Mr. M rl In that regard coming back to Mr. Hill’s concern 
nd | coneur ith it to some extent at least the fact that historically 
nat? pported market, vou somewhat fix the minimum level of 
het at—it-4 ht close to the supported level—if it is 90 percent, 





en tis iree wheat vhich is not in violation the 25 acres or 
less—by virtue of circumstances is going to find the market at just 
licht! below the supported level, isn’t it? 
Che incentive that might be involved in that does not concern 
TON] 1 th the advantage of the 25 outweighs the problem of the 
for producing just under 25 without penalty, without allot- 
ments s that voing to create a volume which is going Lo be depressing 


») 


to the program 
Do you get what I am driving at? 
Mr. WaLKER. Yes. 
The answer, of course, would have to be in relative terms. 
Mr. McIntire. Yes. 
Mr. Warker. The total amount of production which might be 


} 


represented by all farmers who do exactly as you say would not be 
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significantly large. And in my opinion it would not have very much 
of a depressing effect upon the market. 

Mr. McIntire. And the potential of farmers shifting within that 
minimum, you don’t think is very large, either? 

Mr. Wacker. That is right; it would not be. 

See, you will find a large percentage—I do not know how high 
but you will find a considerable proportion of these producers planting 
less than 25 acres are going to comply with their allotments, because 
they want price support. And those who comply would, in my esti- 
mation, offset those that might do as your example illustrates 

Mr. McIntire. Well, of course, it is a matter of opinion. But 
coming back to this reducing administrative cost by virtue of this 
shift from 15 to 25 acres, would either you or Mr. Gordon point out to 
me just how you feel that there will be a reduction of administrative 
cost; because | may not understand it fully; but you are going to 
make an allotment to those who are under 25 acres? 

Then you have rot to check compliance of those who are under 
Now, what is your minimum acreage to which you make 
an allotment? 

Mr. Warker. For 1954, since it is the first year after a break in 
allotments, allotments will be determined for every farm that has a 
history of acreage seeded during the last 3 years. 

Mr. McIntire. Yes, but what was the minimum acreage in history? 

Mr. Watker. One acre. Small as they grow; if they have an 
acreage of wheat seeded. 

Mr. McIntire. Then in the county allotment you are going to 
have to distribute it down to 1 acre 

Mr. Waker. If they have that small an acreage. But after 1954, 
since we will have the history and will have set the pattern, it is 
altoget he I possible that the administration would say “Well, we would 
not establish any allotments less than 10 acres,’ to get the small 
farms off the listing sheets and not have to fool with them 


25 acres 


Mr. McIntire. But you are still going to have to check for com- 
pliance or go through the administrative procedure of making the 
allotments for those le than 20: you are going to have to check 

] a eat | | Or. ——- yd : —_ 
comptiance ior those tess than 25; you are gvoing to have to issue cer- 


tificates for marketability for those less than 25; and in what regard 


do you feel that this shift will be an administrative saving? 
Mr. WALKER An observation check on a small field would indicate 
that it would not be 25 acres; therefore, you do not have to take a 


chain and measure that acreage. Measuring really costs money; 


but you can go down the road among these small farms, and if you 
find that none of them would be 25 acres, vou can certify that they 
are not in violation of marketing quotas, 

Mr. MeInvire. Thank you. 

Mr. Kina. This vote that is taken on this matter, is it taken by 
States—the two-thirds vote that makes this program effective —is 
the whole country 

Mr. Wauxer. The whole country; yes. 

Mr. King. So that if Kansas, Nebraska, the principal wheat 
sections voted, some other State may be 50 percent against it, it 
would still become effective on the other States? 

Mr. Waker. That is right. 
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If two-thirds of all the voters in the country passed it, then it 
would be imposed everywhere. 

Mr. Kine. Not two-thirds of the growers of wheat in this country 
are even going to have a chance to vote on it according to what you 
have explained in the limitation-of-voting rights. 

Mr. Waker. That is correct 

Mr. Kine. The small growers count by individuals 50 percent of 
the total wheat growers, which is only 50 percent of the people who 
have a right to vote and it takes only two-thirds of them, this thing 
might be imposed with much less than the majority of votes. 

Mr. Waker. Only those farmers subject to marketing quotas 
are eligible to vote for marketing quotas. 

Mr. Gorpon. That has always been true 

Mr. Kine. Any farmer who is not eligible who still is barred from 
growing wheat except strictly under the rules of the system 

Mr. Gorpon. That is no different from what it has been before. 
It is just a difference in degree. 

Mr. Kine. I am not objecting to any changes that might be 
injected in this bill; I am just pointing out to you what that implies, 
generally speaking, the handling of our economy. [It is the Govern- 
ment offering financial enticement to get a segment of our economy 
to vote themselves into socialism. 

Mr. Gorpon. | have tried to make it perfectly clear that this is not 
a departmental bill. We are commenting on this bill. We have not 
actually had time to develop a stand, Mr. Chairman, on this particular 
phase of the thing. We tried to do it in a staff meeting this morning 
in the Secretary’s office, but were not successful. 

We have tried to, as constructiy ely as possible, point out the possible 
effects of this particular phase of the legislation. 

The Cuarrman. There are not matters of principle or policy 
involved so far as this particular phase of the matter is concerned? 

Mr. Gorpvon. Well, the only thing that really has concerned the 
Secretary and the staff has been the matter of reaction to possible 
reaction—to disfranchisement on the part of those who are involved 
in this change from 15 to 25 acres 

Personally, 1 rather suspected a lot of them would be awfully 
relieved not to have to enter into referendum, but there may be indi- 
viduals who will resent it. We have tried to, as constructively as 
we could, analyze this provision of the bill and give the basic factors 
involved so the committee itself can reach its determination with 
respect Lo 

Mr. Cooiry. I would like to ask you, Mr. Gordon: those that come 
within the provisions of the exemption will actually be the benefi- 
ciaries of the program. It will not make any contribution to the reduc- 
tion of the amount of wheat that is bemg produced in the country. 
And as the support is maintained those under 25, growing under 25 
acres of wheat, would benefit by the program without making any 
contribution at all 

Mr. Atnerr. If vou will yield, you are mistaken about that, be- 
cause if he plants more than his allotmant he does not get the bene- 
fit. of price supports; and vel he cannot vote as I understand it if his 
allotment is less than 25 acres without violating the marketing quota 
provisions and being subject to marketing penalties; is that right? 
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Mr. Cootry. You are taking the case of a man who exceeds his 
normal acreage or his allotted acres. 

Mr. Ausert. If his allotment is 5 acres and he wants under the 
program he has got to plant 5 acres and no more or pay a penalty 

Mr. Waker. No. He doesn’t pay a penalty. 

Mr. Abert. But he does not get the benefit of price supports? 

Mr. Waker. That is right. 

Mr. Atsert. But if his allotment is less than 25 acres, he cannot 
get price supports if he plants over that without paying a penalty; 
is that not right? 

Mr. Coo.ry. Well, is that not as it should be? 

Mr. Ausert. Yes. But you have got a man with a 15-acre allot- 
ment who wants to plant 15 acres and wants to vote. He cannot 
vote. 

If he plants 25 acres and that is more than his allotment and the 
price of wheat on the market falls, he is going to have to sell it on the 
market for what he can get for it. 

The CHarRMAN. He is not voting on acreage allotments: he is voting 
on marketing quotas. No one has the right to vote on acreage allot- 
ments. So he is in the same position that everyone else is in as far 
as allotments are concerned. 

You are talking about a man who exceeds his acreage allotment 
and does not get price supports. No law gives any farmer the right 
to vote on acreage allotments. So he is in no different position than 
any other farmer as far as acreage allotments are concerned. 

He is not eligible for price support—if he stays within price sup- 
port, he is, however. 

Mr. Cootny. There would be nothing in the law to prevent or 
discourage the small grower from exceeding greatly his acreage allot- 
ments and marketing quotas; is that not right? 

In other words, that will hold him down, because he does not want 
to pay the penalty; he stays within his acreage allotment? 

Mr. Auserr. Heretofore, if a farmer had an allotment of 15 acres 
or more, he was entitled to vote in the national referendum; is that 
not right? Now he will have to have an allotment of 25 acres, or more. 

Mr. Waker. Let’s correct that. It is more than 15 acres or more 
than 25. 

Mr. Apert. That is right; ves. I understand that. 

Now, he cannot vote if he has an allotment of 25 acres and he 
gets no benefits out of the program; he has got to conform to what 
the big growers tell him to do if he gets price supports? 

Mr. Coo.ry. Will you let me interrupt you for a minute there. He 
gets the benefit of the overall reduction which is brought about by the 
big grower and he himself has contributed nothing to the reduction. 

Mr. Gorpon. We would have to assume the program was utterly 
valueless to accept that theory. 

Mr. Atspert. How do you mean? 

Mr. Wa.Lker. Your market price of wheat will be higher than it 
otherwise would have been because the big grower has reduced the 
supplies. 

Mr. Aubert. I agree with that. The only point I am bringing out 
is that if a man has a 15-acre a'!lotment, it seems to ma that he ought 
to be entitled to vote. That is all. 
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Mr. Coo.ry. If you give him his 15-acre allotment and the others 
want to reduce very drastically their allotments and their acreage, I 


don’t see why he should worry about it. If he is exempt from the 
law. the reaquetion is voing to be brought about by those who plant 
and harvest more than 25 acres of wheat What I am saying is 


while I do not like the exemption. even 15 or 25 acres, I am inclined 
to go along with these that know more about it than Ido. I do know 
these exemptions are likely to get us into trouble as they did in the 
burley tobacco FTrowing area We have had trouble in our flue-cured 
tobacco area because of it 

Mr. Atserr. There is nothing in the statement to indicate that he 
is going to get the benefit of a rising market. ‘The opposite appears 
more likely. True, he mav get the benefit of a rising market, but he 
will probably get the benefit of the market not falling too much. 

Mr. Cootey. He will get the benefit of price supports if he does not 
exceed his allotment. 

Mr. Auserr. Yes, he does get that 

| would like to ask one question here: In the case of those orTowers 
who plant in excess of 25 acres, and in violation of their quota or 
their allotments, does the acreage they plant count in the future 
history if they pay their penalty? 

Mr. Watkrer. Your question was: Does the acreage he actually 
plants count in the future allotments? 

Mr. Albert. Yes. 

Mr. Watker. It does. It does only to the extent that the county 
committee may consider the history in the determination of his farm 


acreage allotment. It will contribute to the county; it will contribute 
to the State And the farm itself might get direct benefit and again 
he might not. It depends on what the county committee does 


Mr. Apert. That is all 

Mr. AnpReseN. The penalty in this bill has been changed to 50 
percent of the parity price on wheat \ssuming that parity price on 
wheat is $2.50 a bushel, and if a grower of wheat is subject to the 
penalty, he would have to pay $1.25 a bushel penalty in addition to 
losing his rights under the support program. Is that correct, or am 
I 

Mr. Wauker. That is correct, unless he avails himself of the 
opportunity to store that wheat and hold it off of the market. See, he 


does not have to pay the penalty. He can store that wheat and hold 
it off the market and avoid payment of the penalty, or he can give 
that wheat to the Secretary. The law provides that he can give his 


excess wheat to the Secretary 

Mr. ANpDrRESEN. Would the Secretary pay him anything for it? 

Mr. Watker. No. He has to give it to him 

Mr. ANDRESEN. Well, that would be a gift then. But I can visu- 
alize the trouble that vou might have in certain States. The penalty 


1 Fr 


being in excess of $1.25 a bush |! on the wheat that is crown and fed 
to livestock. As I understand it, under existing law, the man who 
buys the wheat may be required to pay the penalty; is that correct? 

Mr. Wautker. That is right, if the wheat is in violation. 

Mr. AnprEsSEN. Well, then, the elevator man who buys the wheat 
may have to go out and check the farmer? 

Mr. Wauker. The county committee does that for him. 
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Mr. ANpRESEN. Well, then, do you advise all purchasers of the 
wheat of what each farmer, what his allotment is, and what he can 
sell? 

Mr. Waker. Each producer receives an instrument indicating 
that his wheat is free for sale. That it is not subject to penalty or 
marketing quotas. 

Hle presents that—it will probably be a white card or something 
like that, to the elevator man; the elevator man knows he can buy 
that wheat without any risk , 

Mr. Kina. Is it true, according to vour figures that only 35 percent 
of the wheatgrowers of the country are gomg to have a chance to 
vote on this matter—taking vour 64.8 percent—that are going to be 
exempted with this 25-acre rule? 

Mr. Waker. That is approximately correct. It would only be 
those subject to marketing quotas; and that is about 35 percent , 

Mr. Kina Thirty five and two-tenths percent of the wheatgrowers 
of the country are only going to have a chance to vote. 

Mr. Gorvon. Of course, it is a great deal more than the 35 percent 
of the total acreage. 

Mr. Waker. I think that ought to be clarified just a bit, Mr. 
Hope. These percentages that are being quoted represent farms 
that are involved. 

Now, I am a landlord, and I have got a tenant; both of us are 
interested in the wheat: there are two votes. And there is a pretty 
high percentage of our farms operatd by tenants. So that does not 
mean that you have 35 percent of votes or 35 percent of the people 
that are interested in wheat and are subject to market quotas 

Mr. King. So you are assuming that tenancy is higher on the big 
farms than it is on the smaller, which I doubt. 

Mr. Waker. I would not know about that. 

Mr. King. The figures would still be the same. 

Mr. ANpresEN. It was my understanding, Mr. Walker, that you 
voted the land rather than the number of individuals involved in 
ownership, or who were concerned about what is produced on that 
land. But, as I understand, you, both the tenant and the landlord, 
each cast a vote 

Mr. Waker. That is right 

Mr. Anpresen. Is that the way it has been practiced? 

{r. WALKER. Yes, sir. It has always been that way. Nothing 
changed about that 

Mr. Gorpvon. I would like to point out that this thirty some 
percent actually represents 8315 percent of the total acreage. 

ir. Kine. Sure; but it is still a situation where, let’s say the big 
srowers can impose a system upon the small growers. This thing 
can be imposed upon the country by only a two-thirds vote of 35%{o 
percent of the actual wheatgrowers so that this thing can be imposed 
upon the country with a vote of less than 25 percent of the wheat- 
crowers In the country. 

The CuatrMan. What do you mean imposed? What do they 
impose on the small growers? 

Mr. Kina. Let’s say they impose Government regulations for what- 
ever it may be worth or whatever evil there may be in it. 

The CHArrRMAN. They are not subject to any regulation if they 
have less than 25 acres. Not a thing is imposed on them. 
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They have something imposed on them if they have more than 25 


acres. In that case, they have the right to vote. 

Mir. Watkrer. Mr. Hope, he is in error here when he says he ha’ to 
get an allotment because he is a little fellow before he can sell. There 
is nothing that imposes restrictions on selling except when in violation 
of marketing quotas Now. what actually is taking place: this 35 
percent that you refer to is really making it possible to exempt all 
these little producers from the marketing quotas that they are impos- 
ing upon themselves 

Mir. Kanc. But only on the basis of wheat previously grown. 

The CHarrman. No. On the basis of wheat grown this year. 

Mr. WaLker. No ; 

Mir. Kinc. You mean any new farmer can step up and grow 25 
acres of wheat? 

Mir. WaLker. Certainly. But he cannot get price support unless 
he has an allotment But he would not be subject to marketing 
quotas He can still sell his wheat 

Mr. King. If he does not have an allotment he cannot even sell 
his wheat 

Mr. Warker. That does not impose any restrictions on the selling 


of wheat. All he gives up is just price support. 

Mr. Kine. What if Iam a big farmer and I have a couple of sons 
operating; and I transfer 25 acres apiece to my 2 sons and set them 
up 1n business, tilling the same land. You have created a couple of 


new larms 

Mr. Waker. Are they on the same farm? 

Mr. Kinac. Sure 

Mr. Wanker. Then they could not do that because that is still a 
part of the original allotment 

Mir. Kine. He would have to go through the trouble of a title change 
to actually qualify as a separate farm? 

Mr. Warker. If they want to go to that trouble, they may get an 
allotment if they apply for it. 

Mr. BeLtcuer. Let me see if I understand this: 

In other words, the people that vote in this quota are the only 


people that are going to be affected by it? They do not vote anything 


on or off of the person that grows less than 25 acres? 

Mr. Watker. That is absolutely correct. 

In other words, the restriction that is put on the people are those 
imposed on themselves and do not affect any other farmer. 

Mr. ANprEsEN. Will the gentleman yield there? 

Mr. Betcuer. Yes 

Mr. ANpDRESEN. I cannot quite agree with him on that. Because 
those who vote, and if they vote marketing quotas, that program 
is imposed upon every farmer in the country who raises wheat; and 
if he raises more than his acreage allotment, he is subject to the pen- 
alty whether he sells his wheat or feeds it to livestock on his farm. 

Mr. Betcuer. But he gets a vote on that. My point is that 
evervbodv that vets reculated vets a vote. 

Mr. Warker. Mr. Andresen, I have got to get a specific case in 
order to evaluate your statement. Let us-assume a fellow like Mr. 
Albert here had a 15-acre allotment; he plants 15 acres. Now, he 
was not subject to marketing quotas to start with; and now he can 
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get price support because he did not exceed his acreage allotment 
Now, he may plant 25 acres. 

Mr. ANDRESEN. Did he vote? 

Mr. Watker. No, not if you raise the minimum 

If this change is made he may plant 25 acres, and marketing quota 
will not be imposed on him. ‘There is no restriction on the sale of 
that wheat. All he gives up is the privilege of price support on his 
production 

Mr. ANpreseNn. If he plants 35 acres then 

Mr. Wauker. Then he is over the 25-acre allotment 

Mr. ANpRESEN. And he does not vote 

Mr. Waker. If he can show the county committee at the time of 
the referendum he is going to plant 30, he can vote. 

Mr. ANDRESEN. Let me ask you another question then. 

Does he lose his price support only for the coverage in his planting or 
production, or for the whole amount that he is producing? 

Mr. Warker. For the whole amount he produces if he is in viola- 
tion. 

Mr. Anpresen. And he would be subject then to the penalties 
involved in that violation? 

Mr. Waker. Yes. 

Mr. Betcuer. Does the penalty cover his entire production? 

Mr. Waker. The case we are examining is a fellow with an allot- 
ment of 15 acres. And now he planted 30 acres. He receives a 
penalty based upon the difference between 15 and 30; not 25 and 30. 

Mr. Betcner. Under the new law, it would be 25 and 30? 

Mr. Waker. Inadvertently we have got that breaking point of 
the current minimum there. 

Let’s change this. Let’s say he has an allotment of 20 acres. He 
decides ‘Well, I am going to put that whole 30-acre field in. To heck 
with these marketing quotas.” 

The moment he does that, he is in violation of marketing quotas 
because he exceeded the 25 acres. 

Now, since he is in violation, the penalty is based upon the acreage 
the difference in the acreage of 20 and 30, not 25 and 30. 

Mr. Betcuer. Well, the point I was raising here: a fellow we will 
say regardless of acreage—suppose he has an acreage allotment of 
100 acres and he plants 150. Now, was he penalized on the production 
from 150 or the production of the difference between his 100 acres 
which was his allotment and the 150 that he raised? 

Mr. Wacker. It is on the difference between the hundred-acre 
allotment and the 150 acres. 

Mr. Beicuer. On the excess and not 

Mr. Warker. That is right. 

Mr. ANDRESEN. You answered me a little different than that 

You said that he would lose his support-price protection on the 
whole. 

Mr. Warker. That is right. 

Mr. ANDRESEN. Well, then, that in itself is a penalty. 

Mr. Betcurer. We are talking about the penalty provided in the 
bill. 

Mr. ANDRESEN. Well, under the penalty provided in the bill, of 
course, I don’t talk in terms of 100 and 150 acres of wheat like they 
have in Oklahoma. 
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Mr. Betcuer. Those are small figures, but go ahead. 

Mr. Anpresen. We are talking about mostly here the small man 
who plants a small quantity of wheat who does not vote in the refer- 
endum; and it is the referendum that determines what the program 

1] 


be and if the penaltie are to go into ope ration. Is that not 


! . 1] 

Mr. ANDRESEN So he does not have anvthing to Say, this small 
operator, about imposing th marketing quotas or iunposing the 
penalties that follow as a result of voti i” the marketing quotas by 


the man in Oklahoma who is privileged to vote in the referendum, 


NI \\ All Il 

Mr. ANDREs {Am I ¢ s sti ht so fai 

Mr. W l am with you so far 

Mr. Betcuer. But vou are going to get the advantage of what 
the pe opl ‘in Oklahon arestrict thei acreage to to pe rmiit you fellows 
LOS sua whe ib. 

Nha \NDRES What I an leading ip to is this: There are 30 or 
10 percent who are eligible to vote, and if they vote marketing quotas, 
they can n post the vnalties involved in this section or in the law 
against the other farmers ho are not allowed to vote in the 


Mr. Wanker. Only if they are in violation of that marketing 


quota. 
i Mi ANDRESEN. Assuming the are in violation. 

Nii \\ r. They ar expand ie their wheat then they are 
vetting Ww above th ilotment 

The CnarrmMan. If they a 1 violation, they can vote 

Nia ANDRESEN The vy can’t vote But originally they ao not vote 
in the referendum 

Mr. Waker. That, sir 

Mir. ANDRESEN. I am speaking just about the small ones. 

But if tl V go aboy theu allotted acreage and raise more wheat, 
then, thev are subjec to the penalty imposed by those who vote in 
favor of the referendun 

Mr. Waiker. I want to be sure I got you right. 

You hay ot a 20-acre allotn ent and he plants 22 acres. He is 
not ubject to marketing quotas But if he plants 26 he is subject 
to marketing quotas 

Nit ANDRESEN. Well, he has not voted on that. 

Nii \\ LA I That is ricvht 

Nit \ | So then the ones who vote make it possible to 
impose a penalty if he violates the acreage allotment? 

\] WALK R. He brough on himself 

The CHAIRM If he plants 26 acres he is entitled to vote? 

Nii \\ LK! If he IS going to plant more than 20 acres, he is 
entitled to vote. But if he is planting less than that 

Phe CuarrmMan. In Mr. Andresen’s case, this man would be entitled 


to vote because he planted 26 acres? 

\ir. WaLKer. He would bs entitled to vote. 

Mr. Ausert. What if he changed his mind between the time to 
vote and the next spring, the time to plant his wheat. He is not 
entitled to vote and he also overplants. 
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The CHatrMan. Mr. Polk has a question. 

Mr. Poix. Mr. Walker, as you know, this voting question is quite 
a problem out in Ohio. We had a lot of trouble out there when we 
had the acreage allotments and marketing quotas before 

I am wondering about a case like this: 

Suppose a man owns three farms, say three 100-acre farms. He 
farms one of the farms himself. He has a tenant renting on the shares 
on grain rent, we will say, on another farm; and he has a cash rente1 
on the third farm 

Now, suppose that the landlord himself is willing to comply with 
the regulations and to come under the program. Suppose the tenant 
on the share crop farm refuses to go along? He does not want to ro 
along. You know tenants and landlords do not always agree on these 
things. Suppose the owner, we will say—on farm A, he owns and 
works that farm; while on farm B, the landlord has a share in the 
wheat; but the tenant is not willing to comply; he has a 30-acre field 
he wants to put in wheat; it would cost him three or four hundred 
dollars to throw a fence across that part of that field and cut it down 
so as tocomply. And the tenant who wants to put 30 acres in wheat, 
insists he is going to do it. What sort of situation do you get in there? 
Does the landlord lose his compliance—or what is going to be the 
situation on a case like that? 

Mr. Waker. The tenant operating on a cash basis has no effect at 
allon the landlord; because he himself is controlling what he puts out 
on the land. 

Mr. Potx. The landlord would not have a right to vote? 

Mr. Warker. All three of them would have a right to vote—both 
the tenants and the landlord—if the acreage was high. 

Mr. Poitk. Does the landlord have a right to vote three times? 

Mr. Waker. Only once. 

Now, the tenant that is on the third and fourth share as you men 
tioned, he is in violation, but the landlord on the farm he is operat ng 
himself is not in violation on his own farm that he is operating. 

Now I do not know just what the regulations are goimg to prescribe; 
but judging from the past, | would assume that since the tenant on 
this third farm had absolute control over the acreage of wheat to be 
seeded on that farm, that overage on that farm would not make the 
landlord ineligible on the wheat he produced on the farm he operated 
himself. 

Mr. Pouk. A question like that could cause ver\ serious trouble. 
I want vou to give some thought to it 

Mr. Waker. Now, the Solicitor here might check me on the answer 
to that question 

Ir. Kina. Do vou think the penalty might apply is one-third? 

Mr. Watker. The wheat could not be marketed until the penalty 
is paid. That is, the wheat on the tenant’s farm could not be mai 
keted. But the wheat on the owner-operated farm could be marketed 

Mr. WHEELER. Setting up your hypothetical allotment situation 
a moment ago, vou said that if a farmer had an allotment of 20 acres 
and grew 22 acres, would not be subject to penalty but that if he 
grew 26 acres, he would be. 

Well, now, if so long as they stay under 25 they are not subject to 
penalty, what is the point in issuing an allotment for less than 25? 
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Mr. Waker. The law requires it in the case of price support. If 
he had an allotment of 20 acres, and did not plant in excess of 20 
acres, he could have price support. He is not subject to penalty. 

Mr. WuHeeuer. If he is above 25, he is? 

Mr. Waker. That brings about an adjustment on these smaller 
farms without subjecting them to the penalty of marketing quotas. 

Mr. WHeever. He can still go up to 25 without any penalty? 

Mr. Waiker. That is right 

The CuarrMan. Any further questions? 

No response. 

The CuHairman. You had not finished your statement, Mr 
Gordon , 

Mr. Gorpon. Also we are just getting down to the real important 
part. 

Section 4 (a) of the bill would provide a penalty on a farm marketing 
excess at a rate per bushel equal to 50 percent of the parity price 
per bushel of wheat as of May 1 and corn as of August 1 of the calendar 
year in which such crop is harvested. The rate of penalty in the act 
as originally enacted was 15 cents per bushel. The rate was increased 
by paragraph (2) of Public Law 74, 77th Congress, to 50 percent of 
the basic loan rate for cooperators under section 302 of the Agricul- 
tural Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended. Section 302 of the act 
was repealed by the Agricultural Act of 1949, but it was obviously 
not intended that the penalty provision should become inoperative, 
since this would make any marketing quota program ineffective. — It 
is highly important that this be made clear and it is, therefore, pro- 
posed that the rate of penalty be established as 50 percent of the 
parity price of wheat or corn. Such rate would be comparable to the 
penalty rate in effect for cotton and rice. 

Obviously with the price of wheat at the level it is today, 15 cents 
would be meaningless; and we feel it was clearly the intent to leave it 
at 50 percent, but it just slipped through by accident. 

Mr. ANDRESEN. I see that 50 percent also affects corn. Is that a 
new amendment to existing law? 

Mr. Waker. It just so happens that the provision that is being 
amended included corn and wheat. 

Mr. Gorpvon. It includes both. 

Mr. Waker. It included both of those commodities. 

Well, corn can by left Im or can he le t out according to the wishes 
of thiscommittee. But in drafting that since it is just one little clause 
In a paragraph being amended, it was drafted to include also corn. 

Mr. Horven. | do not quite see the objective of including corn 
We are not considering corn at all in this legislation. 

Mr. Wanker. Then 1 would agree with you it should be deleted. 

Mr. Beicuer. Does the penalty apply to corn at the present time’ 

Mr. Wauker. If vou have marketing quotas there is a penalty that 
would be applicable to corn 

Mr. ANpresEN. Is that the same penalty as in the proposed amend- 
ment—50 percent of the parity price? 

Mr. WaLker. It reverted back to 15 cents because of what Mr. 
Gordon explained happened to section 302 in the act of 1949. It was 
deleted but at that time it was the same penalty for corn and wheat. 
It was 50 percent of the loan rate 


) 





WHEAT MARKETING QUOTAS ad 


Mr. ANDRESEN. Fifty percent of the loan rate, but not fifty percent 
of the parity price? 

Mr. Waker. That is right. 

Mr. ANDRESEN. So it does increase the penalty for corn if this 
remains in the bill? 

Mr. Wacker. Oh, yes. 

The CHarrMan. If there are no further questions on that point, 
will you proceed, Mr. Gordon. 

Mr. Gorvon. I would like to read a wire which was sent by the 
Solicitor with respect to this penalty: 


Repeal of section 302 of Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938S which is referred 
to in penalty provision applicable to wheat and corn raises doubt about penalty. 
But we do not believe that Congress intended to change penalty by such repeal 
\ccordingly our view is that one-half loan rate still applicable penalty. Clarifying 


legislation needed and has been introduced by Congressman Hope. 
Karu D. Loos, 
Solicitor, Agriculture. 

The CHarrMan. In other words, the opinion of the Solicitor is 
that the penalty is still 50 percent, but that this legislation needs to be 
clarified? 

Mr. McIntire. Does that change it, though, from 50 percent of the 
loan rate to 50 percent of the parity price? 

Mr. Wacker. It does. It changes from 50 percent of the loan 
rate to 50 percent of the parity price. 

Mr. McIntire. This goes beyond a simple clarification of intent of 
Congress by changing the basis from loan rate to parity price? 

Mr. Waker. Yes. I would say so. Sure. 

The CHarrMAN. Are there any further questions on that point? 
Do you have any further comments, Mr. Gordon? 

Mr. Gorpon. That is all. 

Mr. Kine. How is this penalty collected? 

Mr. Watker. We assume now that everything is agreeable, that a 
fellow is over 10 acres and he has a marketing excess of say a hundred 
bushels. When it is determined that that marketing excess exists and 
the amount of that markiting excess, why, he can pay his penalty on 
that to the county committee, the way is has been done in the past 
They will issue to him a clearance for marketing all of his wheat 

Mr. Kine. Who gets the 50-percent penalty? 

Mr. Wavker. It goes into the United States Treasury. 

Mr. Ausert. If he refuses to pay it he would be sued for it just like 
any other obligation? 

Mr. Wacker. That is right. 

Mr. Go.tpen. What if he dos not pay; what happens to him? 

Mr. Watker. Then he will be unable to sell any of his wheat until 
he either stores that wheat or is, as | said a moment ago, delivered to 
the Secretary. 

Because he will be issued a card showing he is in violation, and the 
elevator man cannot buy it. If he does, he is subject to pay the 
penalty. And if the thing drags on, he will be pulled into court and 
sued for it. 

Mr. Go.peENn. Sued for civil damages or penalty or 

Mr. Waker. For the penalty. 

Mr. GoutpEN. Could he be indicted? 


Mr. WaLKER. No. 
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Mr. Anpresen. He might always be prohibited from marketing any 
livestock or poultry where they had eaten some of this penalty wheat; 
is that correct 

Mr. Waker. I could not answer that. 

Mr BaGweti. He would not be prohibited from marketing the live- 
stock, Mr. Andresen. 

| sata just add to clarify Mr. King: the law now provides that until 
me ao is paid or the wheat is stored or, in the very unusual situa- 
t1 the farmer should so elect, the excess is delivered to the Secre 
tary, ae vheat marketed by the farmer shall be subject to penalty; 
and the buyer shall collect. the pe ‘nalty but may deduct an amount 
from the purchase price suniteala nt to the penalty. That is the pres- 
ent law This bill does not change that 

Mr. Kine. What becomes of this wheat vou talk about storing? 

Mr. Bagwetu. Well, if the producer stores it, you see, he pays no 
penalty on that until he takes it out of storage. He could, of course, 
avoid ever paying a penalty on it by underplanting the next year and 
then w — awing the storage wheat. 

The CuarrMan. Or if he has a crop failure the second year. 

Mr Sawn LL. Exactly 

The CH AIRMAN \ ou may proceed, Mr. Gordon. 

Mr. Gorpon. Section 5 of the bill provides for a minimum national 
wheat acreage allotment for 1954 of 66 million acres Without this 
change in the minimum the national acreage allotment for the 1954 
crop would, on the basis of present indications, likely be at the mini- 
mum of 55 million acres provided under existing legislation. 

The current and prospective stocks of wheat are giving the Depart- 
ment considerable concern. The near record crop of about 1,300 
million bushels harvested in 1952 is going to result in a carryover of 
around 570 million bush ™ of July 1, 1953. <A record amount of 460 
million bushels of the 1952 crop has been placed under price support. 
In spite of this record loan activity, the market has not strengthened 
so as to permit appreciable quantities to flow out of the loan into the 
normal channels of trade, and the major perton of the July 1 carry- 
over will be owned by the Commodity Credit Corporation. 

Despite — adverse weather conditions which prevailed in the major 
winter ee eg area last fall, a total wheat production in 

xcess of billion bushels is now indicated for 1953. On the basis of 
loreseeal } domestic and export requirements, an increase of the carry- 
over stocks to around 630 million bushels is indicated for July 1 — 
which would be about equal to the largest carryover of wheat ever 
recorded 

| would like to eall attention to the difference in the 2 carryover 
figures: 570 million as of July 1, 1953; probable carrvover, 630 million, 
Julv 1, 1954 

The CHatrMan. Nothing we can do about that? 

Mr. Gorpdon. No, sir 

We realize that to enforce a full readjustment between wheat sup- 
plies and indicated market outlets in 1 vear could have serious impli- 
cations. Without intermediate legislation measures, the minimum of 
55 million acres now prescribed in the law would be the governing 
factor in establishing a national acreage allotment level. This would 
require a reduction in 1 vear of nearly 30 percent. 

In the best interests of agriculture, production controls should be 
administered to as to avoid violent and drastic changes in the individ- 
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ual’s farming operations and the general economy of the area in which 
the controlled crop is produced. ‘The water is over the dam, however, 
with respect to our prospective stock position on July 1, 1954—that 
is the point you just made, Mr. Chairman; and we can Bt approach 
the problem of what should be done subsequently in the light of the 
current situation, 

The proposed minimum of 66 million acres for 1954 has been ration- 
alized on the basis of being halfway between 1953 plantings and the 
present minimum of 55 million acres, thereby assessing wheat pro- 
ducers in 1 year only 50 percent of the burden of correcting the situa- 
tion they are now facing. With average yields and foreseeable 
disappearance, this acreage will result in no further increase in the 
stock position on July 1, 1955, as compared with that now indicated 
for 1954. 

With the weakness exhibited by the wheat market in relation to the 
ee level and the ciate ntedly large proportion of the 

‘arryover which it now appears will be in Government ownership as 
a result of our price-support commitments, the De partment ts akes the 
position that it would be desirable to establish as an intermediate objec- 
tive a minimum acreage of around 62 million acres for the 1954 crop 
of wheat. 

We are not unmindful, however, of the objectives which prompted 
the inclusion of the figure of 66 million acres in the bill. If the 
committee feels that an acreage allotment of less than 66 million 
acres would be inconsistent with a policy of effecting orderly adjust- 
ments the eu would interpose no objections to its inclusion 
in the law for vear, However, we do wish to present these othet 
pertinent factors for you consideration. 

The Cuatrman. Mr. Gordon, where do you get the 62 million 
acres? By that I mean what is the basis of it?) 

Mr. Hoi. That 62 million is not pulled entirely out of the air. 
The 62 million on the basis of assuming normal yields and all the 
other theoretical things you have to take into consideration, and as 
we now foresee the estimated disappearance, would bring us out in 
1955, with approximately the same carryover that we now foresee 
for July l, 1953. 

Mr. ANDRESEN. What is that carryover? 

Mr. Hotm. Approximately 570 million bushels. 

Mr. Anpresexn. How much of that would be in Government 
ownership? 

Mr. Gorpon. Most of it, sir. 

Our prospects look pretty good for getting around 500 million. 

The CuHarrmMan. You say that the 62 million acres is based upon 
maintaining the carryover at the level which we will reach on July 
1953? I don’t think it fair to sav that the 66 million acres is picked 
out of the air either; because it would give you approximately the 
same supply with normal yields and the disappearance that we esti- 
mate now that we will have on July 1, 1954. This is not an effort to 
rationalize the thing on the basis of just cutting the difference in two 
The figure of 66 million was based on the idea of not having any 
greater carryover in 1955 than we will have in 1954. 

Mr. Gorvon. We understand that, sir. 

Mr. Hout. And the 62 million would result in an adjustment of 
the carryover in 1955 back to the 1953 level, rather than the 66 
million maintained theoretically at the 1954 level. 
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‘The CHarrMan. Well, I am glad to have those two figures before 
the committee, because they give the committee something to go 
on in determining where the minimum acreage should be. 

Are there any further questions? 

Mr. Andresen 

Mr. AnprESEN. Is there any deadline that is necessary on the pas- 
sage of this legislation as to make it effective for the next crop year? 
Do you have to make any announcement now shortly as to whether 
or not you will have referendum on marketing quotas? 

Mr. Gorpon. July 1. 

Mr. ANDRESEN. And in that announcement, you take into con- 
sideration existing law or will it be necessary to have this bill passed 
and enacted into law before July 1? 

Mr. Gorpon. Well, there are a good many features of the bill that 
are extremely desirable for effective administration of the program. 
And then of course if you are going to change these two features, your 
eligibility and your acreage, that will have to ge done prior to the 
referendum. 

The CuHarrMan. In other words, it is very important if this legisla- 
tion is to be enacted that it be done at the earliest possible date? 

Mr. Gorvon. That is right, sir. 

Mr. ANDRESEN. It would have to be done before July | because 
that is the deadline as I understand it on the announcement. 

Mr. Hotm. Mr. Andresen, the July 1 date is the deadline by which 
the Secretary must make the announcement with respect to whether 
or not marketing quotas are going to be in existence. He is also 
required then if they are to be in existence to conduct a referendum 
by July 25. Prior to that date there should be in the hands of every 
producer a notice of what his acreage allotment is going to be. 

I think vou can readily appreciate that the basis on which those 
acreage allotments will be made, both insofar as distribution of a 
national acreage allotment to the State and county and consequently 
to the individual farmer—there are very vital portions of this bill that 
are applicable to them and the administrative work involved in 
complying with the law and giving the farmer an acreage-allotment 
notice prior to the referendum is tremendous. 

Mr. Anpresen. Is there any preliminary work now being done 
through the county committees to establish the acreage allotment? 

Mr. Hout. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Auserr. Does the Department have any attitude on how big 
the carryover should be? 

Mr. Gorvon. Well, we have been inclined to stay a little clear of 
that. 

Mr. Atserr. You do not think 500 million is a disastrous carry- 
over? 

Mr. Gorpvon. Well, that would depend entirely on a good many 
conditions. Your weather conditions 

Mr. Auserr. | mean for a normal carryover? 

Mr. Harrison. They are not a figure that is set by law beyond 
which we must invoke the acreage allotment? 

Mr. Gorvon. Acreage allotments are not involved on the basis of 
carryover. They are mandatory each vear by law. Marketing 
quotas, however, are invoked only when the total supply exceeds 
normal supply by more than 20 percent. 
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Mr. Atsert. That only involves the necessity of imposing quotas, 
does it not—the figures set by law? 

Mr. Gorpvon. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Harrison. What is that figure? 

Mr. WaLKeER. It is 120 percent of normal supply. 

Mr. Hitt. What is the normal supply? 

Mr. Waker. Normal supply is domestic consumption and exports 
plus 15 percent as a reserve for carryover. 

Mr. Horven. What has been the carryover figure— in round figures? 

Mr. Waker. Assuming domestic consumption at 715 million 
bushels and exports at, say, 300 million bushels would give you about 
1,015 million bushels Now 15 percent of that would give you about 
152 million. That would be 1,167 million bushels as the normal supply 

Mr. ANDRESEN. Are you taking into consideration the increase 1n 
population since that formula was written? 

Mr. Waker. Yes, sir. 

Mr. ANprEsEN. That for many, many years here we have figured 
around 700 million bushels for domestic consumption. 

Mr. Waker. And that is still the amount. 

Mr. Anpresen. And still we have about 50 million people more in 
the country. 

Mr. Watker. That is right. The per capita consumption of wheat 
has gone down as fast as the population increased. 

Mr. Horven. What is the normal carryover in bushels? 

Mr. Waker. The normal carryover—now what do you mean? 
with respect to history or with respect to that normal supply 
definition? 

Mr. Horven. The normal carryover, say, during the past 10 years. 

Mr. Waker. History would be something like 225 million bushels. 

Mr. Cootey. You mean you have a carryover now that is more 
than twice the size of normal then? 

Mr. Waker. Oh, yes, sure. 

Mr. Harrison. Let me ask one more question. What is the 
carryover in numbers of bushels that makes it necessary that we put 
into effect the law to have acreage allotments? We have 570 millions 
as of July 1, 1953; so I take it from that that it is necessary for us 
to invoke the law? 

Mr. Wacker. On marketing quotas. 

Mr. Harrison. And how many bushels could we have and not have 
to invoke the law? 

Mr. Waker. | do not have those figures; but it would be 120 
percent of—1,167 million. 

Mr. Harrison. It is my understanding that we are pretty close 
to that figure. The 570 million does not exceed the amount to any 
great extent? 

Mr. Waker. We will get the figure. 

Mr. Hoi. Your question, Mr. Harriosn was 

Mr. Harrison. My question was, What would be the carryover 
that we could have and still not have to invoke the law of marketing 
quotas? 

We now have 570 million bushels; and it is my understanding that 
according to law that we are going to have to invoke the liw—we 
are going to have to invoke the marketing quotas. 
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Mr. Hotm. The marketing quota level, Mr. Harrison, would be 
approximately 1,435 million total supply. 

Mr. Harrison. Well, | am not getting the figure that I am looking 
for. 

[ want the carryover that we could have and still not have to invoke 
the law of marketing quotas 

Mir. Houm. Well, of course, the marketing quota level is arrived 
at on the basis of the total supply of which the carryover 1s only a 
part. 

Mr. Waker. The answer to your question would be about 268 
million bushels above the normal supply. 

The CHarrMAN. That includes 268 bushels as the carryover. 

Mr. Wauker. Over and above the normal supply. 

[ understood his question was how much could we have over and 
above normal supply before the imposition of marketing quotas. 

That is about 268 to 270 million bushels. 

Mr. Harrison. That is it; but I didn’t get it in round figures. 
I wondered whether it was 500 million bushels that we could have and 
still not have to, according to the law, put into effect the marketing 
quotas, 

If we had 400 million bushels of the carryover it would not be 
necessary to put into effect the marketing quotas today; isn’t that 
right? But since it is 570 million bushels, it is necessary that we 
put into effect marketing quotas. 

Mr. Scuoonover. Well, normal supply is 15 percent of consumption 
and exports. Now, if you assume that in round figures, to be 1 billion 
bushels, then you go 20 percent above normal. That is approximately 
267 million—somewhere about that. You add the two together and 
it gives you about 416 million on the basis of the present supply 
situation, 

Mr. Harrison. That is what I wanted. 

The Cuairman. Are there any further questions? 

Mr. MeInvire. Just one short question. I think the answer may 
be “yes” or “no.” But the legislation proposed does not affect one 
way or the other the regulation or the rule by which vou determine 
whether or not quotas shall be put into effect on the 1954 crop? 

Mr. WaLker. No, sir, it does not. 

Mr. MeInvire. This is simply administrative legislation and does 
not preclude getting the 1954 crop out of—it does not affect that rule 
at all 

(Discussion off the record 

The CuarrmMan. We thank you, Mr. Gordon, and your associates 
in the Department also, for appearing before the committee. This 
has taken longer than we anticipated. 

We have three other witnesses on the list whom we have not heard. 
I would like to ask Mr. Patton, Dr. Sanders, and Mr. Bell if they 
can be here tomorrow. 

Assent indicated. 

The Cuairnman. Then we will adjourn until 10 o’clock tomorrow 
morning at which time we will hear the other witnesses. 

Whereupon, at 12:10 p. m., the committee adjourned to reconvene 
at 10 a. m., June 5, 1953 
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FRIDAY, JUNE 5, 1953 


House oF REPRESENTATIVES 
COMMITTEE ON AGRICI URI 

Washinat Pee 

Che committee met pursuant to adjournment, at 10 a.m., in room 


1310, New House Office Building. the Honorable Clifford R Hope 


CSL 

Pres | Representatives Hope chairmas : Andres Nn, Hill. Hox 
Ven, Harve . Belcher Golden, Poavge Nie Millan, Abernethy, Polk, 
\\ | Pele vl | Thompson 

Tne (4 IRMAN Che committee will come to ordet The com- 
mittee has met this morning for the further consideration of bill 
H R 451 The first witness on the list is \lr. James G. Patton, 
preside of the National Farmers Union Will vou come forward 
at this time, Mr. Patton? Lam sorry we do not have any more mem- 
bers here, but they will be coming nh The House is meeting at 
li o'cloe!} ,so we must get started i we are vomng to ¢ meclude 

You mevyv proceed, Mr. Patton 


STATEMENT OF JAMES G. PATTON, PRESIDENT, NATIONAL 
FARMERS UNION 


Mr. Parrvon. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, for the 
record, my name is James G. Patton, presid nt of the National 
Farmers Union. I live in Denver, Colo. Mr. Chairman, | appear in 
support of H. R. 5451. In my opinion the provisions of this bill are 
the minimum that we should do immediately to revise wheat-acreage 
allotment and marketing-quota legislation in the interest of national 


security. 


Wheat is a universal food grain. It is truly the staff of life. To 
the people of the world it has ve rv great sj mbolie as well as nutri- 


tional value. In considering, Mr. Chairman, the proposed legislation 
before you today, vour committee is operating im the area of the solar 
plexus of the free world. By approving this bill or similar legislation, 
to provide for the accumulation and maintenance of an adequate 
safety reserve of wheat, vou will be putting up an effective guard 
against paralyzing blows that might at any moment be aimed at the 
bread baskets of the nations that are fighting to stay free of totali- 
tarian Communist tyranny. 
| need not tell the members of this committee you already know 

that the imperialistic design of the totalitarian masters of the Soviet 
Union is to destroy our homes, our farms, and our factories and to 
fasten slavery upon the people and those of all nations not already 
under their rule. 
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Obviously we do not want this to happen To prevent it, we must 
alistically understand that the methods of Russian rulers are psvcho- 
sical and economic as well as military. We must understand, and 
tak into account, the fact that they attempt to exploit fu ly every 
instance of hunger, and fear of hunger, throughout the world. As 


t ryt 


important as are the ordinary economic and domestic reasons for 





maintaining an adequate safety reserve of wheat, they are, in my 
opinion, overshadowed by the importance of food in the international 


} 


political and psy hological struggle Dealing with wheat production 
and reserve supply policies vou are dealing with national security 
policies just as surely as if you were considering appropriations for the 
Military Establishment 

To take this factor adequately into account in my opinion means 
that we should provide for the development and maintenance of safety 
reserves of wheat and feed grains somewhat above normal safety 
reserve requirements. We should establish a special reserve that will 
be available to meet unforeseen contingencies that may arise in con- 
nection with the cold war. Ido not want to appear to be an alarmist. 
But no mature sober consideration of world conditions can proceed 
without some recognition of repeated occurrences such as, to mention a 
few, the threatened invasion of Thailand, a rice exporting nation; the 
threatened withdrawal of South Korean troops from the front lines; 


or the possibility of crop failure in Japan or France. I do not predict 
any of these nor the certainty of any other such calamity. I hope 
they do not happen. But it would be most unwise, I believe, if we 


fail to make provision against such possibilities, even though they 
may not be immediate probabilities 


\ staff study made for the Senate Aorieulture Com) ttee and pub- 
lished as Document No. 130 of the 82d Congress and a similar study 
made by Dr. Murrav Benedict for the agriculture committee of the 
National Planning Association are agreed that reserves of 450 to 500 


illion bushels of wheat and 900 million to a billion bushels of corn 


would be required to offset vear-to-vear variations in vields This 
would be required to make ordinary prudent provision fo normal 
tl {\ eserves These estimates do not m ‘lide provision for the 
extraordmatl needs that mav arise at anv time from the unsettled 
wo { tion ASSum ing these figures to be corre t, and | consider 
tine to be » they mean that for the Nation to be definitely certain 


that the free world will not be caught dangerously short of erain: 


th 1 3S t¢ should init na satetyv reserve somewhat larger 
than the normal safety reserve requirements I have just enumerated 

i] en Stl legisla } doe nol allow for nor encourage, the 
pro ( } rhe ainten ce of satety reserves at anyw here near this 
level { i¢ eNISTIN legislation, if n ark ting quotas for wheat are 
procini ( the national acreage allotment must be set at an acreage 
tha vith \ Lo’ lela the reserve ipph will be reduced to ap- 
proxims ely 330 million bushels, more than 200 million bushels short 
oleven rai satetyv reqairements Existing legislation also requires 


Lcut in corn acreage to that required to reduce total corn supply to an 


unrealistically low supply level, in the event that corn-marketing 
quotas should be pro laimed 

Such drastic cuts Mm wheat and corn acreages would result in au most 
inefficient use of farm resources and would lay the Nation open to 


es in food and feed grains such as that 


the danger of future shorta 
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which developed in 1951 in the case of cotton, after marketing quotas 
were in effect in 1950. 

Mv own feeling 


proclaim either mat 


is that the Secretary of Agriculture should not 
‘keting quotas or acreage allotments for wheat or 


corn to be harveste in 1954 | do not believe that would bye nh Wise 
action at this juncture of the cold war We cannot perceive with 
sufficient clarity what abnormal demands may be placed upon oul 
rrain supply within the next 12 to 14 months Moreover, this 
Nation should not in my Opmion willing] vive its detractors the 


opportunity to sav that the United States is deliberately cutting down 


on food production at a time v hen there are so mal hung veople 
in the world Krom this standpoint alone, if no othe r, there 1s s {fh} 
clent | eation, I think, to use the emergency provisions of the 
( ( OU tion law and not pro laim great wheat acreage cuts at 
any point snort of a superabundance commensurate with our domestt 
and international equirements 

Howeve s [ realize that the Secretary. of Lor lture m have 
reason to view the implications of this situation somewhat diilerently 
wna Tr ha nh vood consclence he cannot utilize the emergency 
provisions. tie may, therefore, proclaim marketing quotas for wheat 
and Ci 1] ior a retere dum yote of the producers on whi ther or not 
quotas should go into efect 


Phe alt riatives that wo ild in that event be put up to farmers we 1| | 


be this, in n opinion: They could vote down quotas, thus accepting 
a Whea. price support of 50 percent of parity about $1.20 per 


bushel: or they could vote for quotas that eall for a verv heavy cut j 


acreage f ra drastic re bu tion in he Nation S surety serve 7 1OO"d 
erains, but with the assurance of a 90 percent f parity Suppo! rice 

Farmers know that they cannot | roduce wheat at $1.20 per bushel 
they also know that to cut acreage by the extent required by present 
idl woul be to take an Unnecessar\ risk with national security 
Mr. Chairman, I say to you, wheat producers should not be required 
LO mane a choice betw een Sue h undesirable alternatives. Ever more 
In portantly the Nation cannot, in wisdom and safety, afford to risk 
he results of requiring farmers to adopt either of these alternatives 
Enactment of the proposed legislation before vou, H. R. 5451, would 
tol the wheat to he harvested 1h) 1954 allow fy rmers to vote tor quotas 
without such drastic reductions in their acreages and without sub 


ecting the Nation to sur hagrave risk to national welfare and securit 
as would be Inve lved In an attempt to reauce 
] 


330 million bushels 


Mer. Chairman, I respectfully urge enactment and approval of the 
provisions of H. R. 5451 prior to July 1 of this year, the date o1 hich 
the question of n arke ting quotas {or wh at musi he finally dee ided 


Moreove . | hope and respec tfully urge that Congress add a ditional 
provisions to this bill consistent with its intent on its way through the 


lecislative process Specifically if would, In MV Opinion, be wise at 


this time to revise the definitions of norma! supply of wheat and corn 
to provide for larger carryover allowances and to establish a special 
contingency reserve for protection against unusual needs that may 
arise in connection with the troubled international situation. 

In this regard I support the principles of the resolution introduced 
by Senators Mundt, Carlson, Young, Langer, Schoepple, Welker, 
and Thye which would raise the carryover allowance in the normal 
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upply of wheat from 15 percent of domestic consumption and ex- 
percent and for corn, from 10 percent to 20 percent, while 


leaving the allowance for excess to remain at 20 percent of normal 


suppl | also support the principles of other legislative proposals 
on the Senate side that arrive at about the same result by raising 
the carryover allowance in normal supply of wheat to 45 percent, 


and of corn to 30 percent. while reducing the excess allowance to 5 


In connection with this p yposed legislation | want also to endorse 


the neral idea Or es ablishn r a2 sp elal Pre 1 tial contingency 
in Commodity Credit Corporation il vould be set aside, 

ip to an amount equal to 20 percent of domestic consumption and 
ports, any wheat in the total supply that is above 125 percent of 
domestic consumption plus exports The wheat in this contingency 
reserve would be insulated from the normal market 1) safe vuards 
that will precent its ile or dispersal until the total supply of wheat 


or corn has dropped to less than 75 percent Of no mal supply, or at 


S ich Lines as th Pre Sict nt mey cle termine that \ he it tO meet Da- 








( 1 Sec itv or to ! po V heeds is no otherwise available. 
This contingeney reserve vould also be availabl to serve as the 
U) 1 States contribution to whatever inte rnational food or famine 
reserve the free nations mav in the future establish 

Setting up this Presidential contingency reserve would insure that 
this stored grain would not have any disturbing or burdening effect 
ipon the regular grain markets Moreover, and just as importanily, 
thr ment of specially earmatl qd 2rain resery would have 
t added advantage of announcing oO the vorid that, as a nati mn, 
he United States does specifi illy recogn » the importance of food 
for em neies and that we have made direct provisions to do our 
part to p Vice or the food satety | the fre vorid 

n my considered opinion, Mr. Chairman, this Nation should, as 
onscious policy, develop and maintain a total wheat reserve greater 
than QO million | shels dia total eorn and it i vrais reserve of 
than the equivalent of 900 million or a billion bushels of 
Since the | ill peiore Vou is not inconsistent with that von and 
p toward 1 tl respectfully urge you ble consider- 
of H. KB. 545 

The ( Are there any questions? Mr. Hill 

Mir. H \Ir. Patton, vou made a fine statement. What you 

ha men ed here is absolutely the thing I had in mind, when 
bout a Presidential contingency reserve By taking that 

oft t n cet, would not be hanging over the market at all. 
Here is hat I have had in my mind, and I mentioned it to the 
chairman 1 think we can do it; I think we ean do anything with 
\ eat that we wish to, be se wheat Is a ¢1 p we never did have 

} h of in the rid 

ian VO! ering lf we co ild not propos In: vbe not in this legis- 
n, but certainly the way you have mentioned on the last page 
a tree ool ol wheat Th S Tree pool ol wheat would be free for na- 
C10! You said food for famine reserve, but | ao not think we need 
10 mtil people are Starving to death to have a free pool 


Mr. Parron. I do not think we should, either. 
Mr. Hint. You talk about a two-price system, domestic, and | 
think that is going to be true. Then we have to have a foreign price 
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of wheat, maybe wheat we want to sell as an export. Then in addi- 
tion to that we could have a free pool of wheat which would go into 
reservoirs for storage, and Canada could participate, or any other 
nation—Australia—a certain number of bushels where they have ex- 
cesses. That free pool could be handled by this Presidential con- 
tingency reserve organization, and they could say where the free 
wheat was going. , , 

I think the Lord has more to do with this than you and I, because 
vou and I have seen in the plains of Colorado where they did not 
have anything to eat and any food at all, and they come along 
with wonderful machinery and get 40 bushels of wheat to the acre 
Should we penalize the farmer or penalize those who plant that crop 
because we have this large amount of wheat, or should we provide 
this storage where we have a free pool of wheat? 
of that? 

Mr. Parron. Mr. Chairman, if I may comment, | would like to 
express My appreciation to my friend, the Congressman from Colorado 


Vhat do you think 


who has been an agricultural statesman for a lone time I feel that 
way very strongly. First, that as the leader of the free world, we 
cannot possi! ly take the risk of telling hunery people whom we hope 
to attract to our faith that we are going to practice searcity for 
scarcity’s sake | think secondly, [have been a supporter of the idea 
of trade and have supported reciproe il trade and such thines as that 
But until we institutionalize some of our mternational trade move- 
ments in terms of devices such as vou suggest and possibly an inter- 
national commodity clearinechouse such as Was up before Or con 
sideration—institutions which will be able to provide the means of 
adequate distribution, whether it is for hungry people or whether it 
is for freeing up a currency situation—we will not fully achiey 

I endorse the idea, Mr. Hill, that you have proposed in that frame 
Work. 

Mr Hint The thir oe l had in mind Was this This free nool of 
wheat would be completely outside of the normal trade performance 
shal | say, or the carrving out of the wheat business When once 
10 percent of the crop of wheat was placed into the free pool, it could 
not be sold and would go to the poo! people Now, we do strange 
thines. We have a disaster somewhere in some country and we 
donate and give money and clothes, and that is a fine thing, and we 
do it I mean, we aetually perform the service 

Do vou mean to tell me we could not plan an. organization. world- 
wide. that would take this free wheat. that will give us a chance to 
produce it, put it in this free pool; and then when hungry people 
come alone, all they have to do Is make an application the nvestiva- 
tion will be made, and the wheat could be delivered? Everyone in 
the world knows how to use wheat If we said sweetpotatoes, that 
is wonderful, too; but then we would have to send a whole group of 
folks in to these areas and teach them how to use sweetpotatoes. 


That is a true statement I mentioned sweetpotatoes because they 
awn s larful £ tut wl coing lo that? | ll tell 
are a wonderful food mut who Is gomg to do that: Wi eC] 
vou—no one. But when it comes to wheat, no nation in the world 


fails to know, poor or not, how to use wheat as a food 
Mr. Gotpren. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. Hint. | just throw that idea out. [I am through. 
The CuarrmMan. The gentleman from Kentucky 
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Mir. Gotpgn. I am just wondering if Mr. Hill heard the President 
speak the other night and talk about the famine in Pakistan? 

Mr. Hint. You would not expect a Republican who was sitting at 
home with a television set not to listen to the President. 

Mr. Goutpen. He said that that nation needed a million tons of 
wheat. They do not have any food now at all, and if that need is 
met, from such a suggestion as you have, we will have to meet it 
ourselves—one nation. While to carry on the suggestion that you 
two men have been discussing, we may get some help from Canada 
and Australia and other producing nations. 

Mr. Hint. I might say, Mr. Golden, in addition to that I had some- 
thing in my mind far deeper than just one people. What I had in 
mind was, we might be short on wheat but we could take care of our 
folks at home; and in that same season perhaps Australia might have 
so much wheat they did not know what to do with it. If you have a 
free pool, we would not need any of that but we can supply ourselves. 
Then Australia, being the country that has the most wheat in the free 
pool, could supply Pakistan. In other words, we are looking ahead. 
I know we can do it as far as I am concerned. We do a lot of other 
things really harder than this. 

Mr. Poace. I certainly do not want to sound any discordant note 
here, but 1 wanted to ask you about the same thing Mr. Hill has asked 
you about. I want to suggest, of course, that I sympathize with the 
objectives that both you gentlemen have suggested. Maybe I am 
not just as optimistic as some other people. How are you going to 
keep this wheat from becoming a weight on the market that depresses 
the price of all wheat? That thing has never been answered to my 
satisfaction by any of these plans for taking commodities off of the 
market. IL have observed all my life, particularly with cotton, that 
it does not make a bit of difference in the world where the cotton 1s 
nor what the law says about it; the merchants know where every bale 
of cotton in the world is If there is a bale there, they add it to the 
visible surplus and depress the price by exactly that percentage. They 
do the same thing with wheat. 

How do you keep it from becoming a burden on the market and 
depressing the price?) That is what I am interested in. 

Mr. Parron. It is my own opinion, Mr. Poage, that had our Govern- 
ment and the other governments of the world adc pted the international 


commodity clearinghouse idea, which all of the farm organizations in 


this country approved and whic h was approved by the Inte rnational 
Kederation of Agricultural Producers with representatives from 38 
countries, we would have met that because of the fact that I do not 


think the free pool would be very large at any time if you had an 
institutional device for getting that food, that wheat, to the people 
who need it 

Sir John Orr, who used to be head of the FAO, wrote me a letter 
recently. He has been spending a lot of time in Pakistan and India 


and the Far East, and he said it was his estimate that the food supply 


in all of the underdeveloped areas of the world was 10 percent less than 
it was before World War Il. My poiat is, Mr. Poage, if we had the 
institutional devices for seeking out and dealing with the problems of 
hunger and malnutrition and so on that we would not have a very 
large pool in the first place; and secondly, if it were institutionalized 
in such an agency as the international commodity clearinghouse, those 
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who deal in the so-called free market and attempt to use it as a depress- 
ing factor would be on notice it would not be available for the market. 

Mr. Poacr. We have been on notice several times in the past. My 
experience is more with cotton than it is with wheat, but I know the 
same principle applies. We have what we eall frozen a lot of cotton 
in the past. It never did take it off of the calculations of the cotton 
merchants. They counted it just the same as they counted any bales 
of cotton; they knew it was there; they knew it could be turned loose 
We have said in the past sometimes that it could not be turned loose 
without an act of Congress. You suggest here that you let the Presi- 
dent turn it loose whenever he sees fit 

The minute you do that, it is not going to be 5-percenters it will be 
25-percenters that are going to be down here camping out at the front 
gate of the White House. I am not talking about President Eisen- 
hower. Iam talking about government, regardless of who is President 
of the United States. Ll am saying that the minute you put in the 
hands of any one man the power to make great fortunes by turning 
something loose, that there is going be plenty of people in the United 
States who can find reasons why it ought to be turned loose; or vice 
versa, why it should be held. 

Whenever you place in the hands of an individual the power to make 
the decision as to the market, which all the people make under the 
normal! process of things, it seems to me you have a terribly danger- 
ous situation and one that can completely upset things any day when 
some individual makes an unfortunate decision. | am not talking 
about necessarily corrupt decisions, but individuals are certain to make 
mistakes. I think you create a very dangerous thing when you pul the 
power to break these markets in the hands of one man. You do have 
it;do younot? You willagree that if you had even 125 million bushels 
of wheat stored up in one of these pools and telling everybody it was 
not going to be sold, and then one day the President decides that con- 
ditions are such that it ought to move, would that not break the mar- 
ket? 

Mr. Parron. You see, Mr. Poage, so far as my own conviction and 
the position of my organization are concerned, it could not break the 
market very well if the proposals we have made were adopted. We 
believe that we ought to have 100-percent parity support prices. We 
believe that is a fair price. 

The CuarrMan. The Chair has no desire to cut short this discussion, 
but we have three other witnesses and the House convenes at 11 
o'clock. We will have before this committee quite soon a bill for 
relief to Pakistan, at which time the discussion that is now going on 
will be more appropriate, 

Mr. Hosver. Mr. Chairman, may I just ask one question for the 
purpose of the record? I am not quite clear in my mind as to this 
proposed pool. Who would pay the farmer for the wheat that goes 
into the pool? Would he donate it or would the Government pay 
him for it? 

Mr. Pavron. As a matter of policy, I think that this is a part of a 
total foreiga policy, and I do not thiak that any group, whether it ts 
manufacturers or farmers or anyone else, should be asked to carry the 
responsibility for everybody for a part of our foreign policy. Tha 
is the way I look upon it. Therefore [ would say if any went 
into the pool, the farmer would be paid for it, just the same—as I 
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read in Business Week, at least—as we pile up some $4 billion worth 
of lead and tin. According to one story I read, they paid a Jittle 

bove the market to accumulate it as a matter of public policy, as a 
matter of national security 

I view food as equally important because I feel very deeply that 
the gaios made by our opponents—those who would destroy th> free 
world—have been gained on false representations to empty stomachs, 
sort of an empty stomach communism that has permitted them to go 
along. But | feel the farmer should not be asked to give the wheat 
to the pool. 

Mr. Horven. Then you mean the Government should pay the 
farmer? 

Mr. Patton. That is right* ves, sir. 

Mr. MeMriiian. Would each government pay for its own, or would 
the United States Government pay for all of it? 

Mr. Parron. Personally we felt under the International Commodity 
Clearing House proposal that a unit set up by the various govern- 
ments would pay for it, and then the governments would be responsible 
in proportion to what they took out and put in. 

Mr. MceMriiian. I was hoping that if Australia produced the most 
wheat, the United States Government would not have to pay for 
it, too. 

The Cuarrman. We thank you very much, Mr. Patton, for your 
appearance and your statement before the committee. The next 
witness will be J. T. Sanders, representing the National Grange. 


STATEMENT OF J. T. SANDERS, LEGISLATIVE COUNSEL, THE 
NATIONAL GRANGE 


Mr. Sanpers. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, | 
have a brief statement here which | shall read. 

|. The National Grange is favorable to the provisions of H. R. 
5451. It provides adjustments in the current law which will be 
badly needed if acreage controls and marketing quotas are imposed 
on the 1954 wheat crop, which now appears probable. 

2. Over the past period of history of restrictive farm laws, the 
National Grange has been opposed to placing complete or even major 
dependence on control of production as a means of raising farm prices 
and handling the surplus portions of crops. We are still opposed in 
general to such methods of price support and feel that new measures 
can and should be worked out that will support prices without such 
problems arising, as are dealt with in H. R. 5451. Nevertheless such 
improved laws are not now on the statute books; and, under current 
conditions of production and laws, we are almost certain to be re- 
quired under the law to impose production restrictions on wheat next 
vear. Present situations in wheat production cannot be handled in 
the best interests of farmers and the Nation with the law as at present 
written. Under these conditions it is necessary for us to support the 
amendments to the 1938 Agricultural Adjustment Act, provided for 
in H. R. 5451. 


> 


3. This bill will give a greater flexibility of controls and an adjust- 
ment in production more favorable to those areas most adapted to 
economically sound wheat production. This flexibility is highly 
desirable in any system of control of agricultural production. 








WHEAT MARKETING QUOTAS 4] 


4. In the past 12 to 15 years of war and cold-war conditions there 
have been marked shifts of wheat production with greater and greater 
production going to areas best adapted to wheat production. Under 
these conditions a 10-vear average acreage and vield would not reflect 
accurately current situations and trends. H. R. 5411 corrects, at 
least in part, this difficulty by changing the current law requirement 


of a 10-vear average as a base to base of a 5-vear average. This will 
certainly refleet current trends more accurately, except in the case of 
abnormal yields due to the vagaries of nature. The bill provides for 


adjustments in case of such abnormal vields. 

5. Another desirable change which the bill provides is that of 
shiftine the 3-percent reserve from a county to a State’s allocation, 
and providing an additional 1 percent national reserve. Reserves 
or setasides, also add to flexibility of controls. Hardship cases in 
allotments and quotas are bound to arise as between individuals, as 
between counties, and States. The additional 1 percent reserve for 
the Nation will help correct maladjustments between States, and 
lifting the 3-percent reserve from the county to the State level will 
provide a more equitable adjustment between counties, which 
turn will be reflected to an equitable adjustment to the individual 
farmer. Such increased flexibility is to our way of thinking highly 
Important m the insitution of any scheme of production control, 

6. We agree also with the proviston raising the marketing quota 
exemption from a 200 to a 400 maximum bushelage exemption, an 
from a 15 to a 25 acre maximum exemption. ‘This will greatly simplify 


and reduce the task of administration and will have relatively littl 
effect on increasing the total production of wheat. Acreages of wheat 


of less than 25 acres are usually grown as part of a rotation system, 
and exemption of these farms from market quotas will not interfere 
with their normal cropping rotation, which is a desirable thing to 
avoid doing 

7. Finally, we agree with the provision raising the total national 
allotment from 55 to 66 million acres. We doubt that it would be 
wise, from the standpoint of national security, to make a cut of 30 
percent of wheat acreage as is required under the present law if 
acreage and market quotas are imposed. This provision would reduce 
the imposed cut to around 15 percent, which we believe is a wise thing 
to do under present world conditions of a cereal shortage in the world 
as is evidenced by high prices of rice and our virtual embargo against 
exports thereof, and in view of the absolute necessity of our main- 
tenance of expanded foreign markets for American wheat 

8. To summarize the position of the National Grange on H. R 
5451, we would say that, although we would prefer not to find it 
necessary to have to support such ameliorating provisions of a pro- 
eram of restriction, but since we find it necessary to live with such a 
law for the time being, we are certainly in favor of introducing the 
desired flexibility and adjustments which are carried in the currently 
considered law. 

The CHairMan. We thank you very much, Mr. Sanders. Are 
there any questions? 

Mr. AnpreESEN. In paragraph 7 you refer, Mr. Sanders, to out 
virtual embargo against exports of rice. Just what do you mean? 
Have we got an embargo against exports of rice or any other cereal? 
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Mr. Sanpers. I will have to confess that National Master Newsom 
inserted that and I did not take the trouble to ask him what he meant. 
In other words, I did not go to him. I will have to confess that I am 
totally uninformed as to whether we have any sort of provision that 
would keep us from shipping rice abroad. I do know that rice is in 
very great demand; that the price is exceptionally high compared with 


prewar, and I know what it is due to. But whether we have shipped 
so much rice abroad that we are beginning to think we are shipping too 
much for our own good | do not know. I will have to confess you 


pi ked a point that I am not informed on 

Mr. AnpreEsEN. As a matter of fact, there is no embargo against 
exporting rice 

Mr. Sanpers. I would think you are right. I have an idea that 
Mr. Newsom had in mind a price 

Mr. AnpresEN. The facts are that there is an embargo against 
rice imports because of the tremendous surplus that we produce of 
rice in this country. That is under section 104. 

Mr. Sanpgers. | am glad to get the information, Mr. Congressman. 

The CHuarrman. We have had export controls on rice. I do not 
know whether they are in effect now or not. It is not an embargo, 
lamsure. It never was an embargo, but we have had e xport controls 
on rice. I do not know whether the ‘y are still in effect Can any of 
you gentlemen from the Department of Agriculture clear that up? 


Mr. Houm. Yes, sir. There are export controls in effect on rice 
today. They do not constitute an embargo, however. They do 
represent and provide for the flow of the total rice production of the 
United States into the world Sut it was necessary because of the 


shortage that existed in the world and because of the necessity of 
protecting our traditional markets of rice and being able to channel 
of the United States into the places where it would 
he maintenance of our traditional markets and the 
implementation of our foreign policy to impose export controls. 

The Cuatrman. Mr. Andresen has asked the Chair to inquire as 
to what legislation that authority is embraced 

Mr. Houm. Under the authority of the Defense Production Act, 
Mr. Chairman 

The CuatrmMan. That includes export controls on a number of 
commodities 

Mr. Houtm. The allocation of commodities. 

Mr. Sanpers. May I for the sake of the record, Mr. Chairman, 
callattention to the fact that National Master Newsom’s words are 
“virtual embargo” and not “embargo.’’ I presume that is what he 
had in mind, because I think probably he had been discussing this 
with Mr. Brinkley, the secretary of the co-op council, who is well 
informed on this point. 

The CuatrmMan. Mr. Harvey had a question. 

Mr. Harvey. In connection with the statement made by the 
rentleman from the Department, is it not true that we have made as 
a part of our foreign policy vast commitments to ship rice to Korea 
for example? And it is not true that the policy of directing the suy pply 
of rice to those commitments that we have made as a part of our 
foreign policy has been the cause of the imposition of control? Is that 
not true? 


Mr. Houm. Yes, si 


the rice supply 


best fit—both 1 
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Mr. Betcner. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask one question here 
Mr. Sanders, I notice in your statement that vou did not discuss the 
provision here which changes the penalty from 50 percent of the basis 
of the loan to 50 percent of the parity price. Does the Grange have 
a stand on that section of this bill? 
Mr. Sanpers. I think our stand would be that we would be in favor 
of that, because certan ly 15 cents a bushel is no pena Ity as it stands 
present for a violation of the marketing quota. So ] am quite sure 
we would agree with raising the penalty. Whether 50 percent of 
parity is too severe or not, I do not know 
Mr. Betcuer. As I understand it and the ¢ airman Can correct 
me if | am wrong—this changes it from 50 percent of the basic rate 


of the loan to 50 percent of parity, which might be quite a difference 
The CHarrMan. On that point the situation is like this. In the 
1949 act Congress, through an inadvertence enacted legislation which 
apparently eliminates the provision which provides for a penalty of 
50 percent of the support price. 1 am not too sure it was eliminated 
Phat is not a good way to put it perhaps, but we think there is some 
question whether it is still in the law. Certainly there is no intent 
to eliminate the provision, This is an effort to restore what was in 
the law. it would restore t.. except the lancuag » in this bill does 
ead 50 percent of parity, rather than 50 percent of the support pri 
So there is that difference. (As the law stands on its face now, the 


provision is 15 cents : bushel 


Mr. BetcHer. Wor ul d you care to comment on whether or not vou 
think your organization would go along with 50 percent of the parit 
price? Do you think that is too high a penalty or do vou think that 
much penalty is necessary? 

Mr. Sanpers. Congressman Belcher, I would be inclined to thin] 
that we would say that 50 percent of the support pri would be a 

eferable penalty rather than 50 percent of parity, because 50 percent 
of parity, if you are supporting under the flexible price support system, 
could be very severe. 

Mr. BetcHer. Would it not virtually just mean that the farmer 
could not afford to sell wheat and pay the penalty? 

Mr. SanperRs. Yes; and he might have an exceptional yield that 
would give him more than he thought he would get normally. | 
would think that a provision which said 50 percent of the support price 
would probabl be preferable so far as we are concerned, although ] 


have not given very close study to that 

The Cuarrman. Any further questions? Mr. Poage 

Mr. Poaas. Mr. Sanders, reading your eighth paragraph, I was not 
sure what you meant there, your last paragraph. Do you mean that 
the Grange is opposed to any program that requires the reduction of 
acreage for price support? 

Mr. Sanpers. No, I do not mean exac tly that, because we have had 
specific resolutions supporting the tobacco restriction program. 

Mr. Poacer. You are opposed to it on wheat, cotton, rice and 
peanuts? 

Mr. Sanpers. Yes. Basically we believe that a sound two-price 
system which would permit a support of exactly the same amount at 
90 percent parity that you would with either of the other two laws is 
age le, and then permit the surplus to sell at any price that it will 
sell at in any market that is available, and let the farmers carry 
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that burden of that surplus So we believe therefore that control is 


not necessary i you have a proper SVSl¢ mn of laws Lo avoid controls, 


\MIr. Poaat Let us get that straight, because I am inclined to agree 
with you that the two price system has a creat deal of advantages. 
I am inclined to think there is much to that, but I do not quite follow 
you when Vou say Lhabl vou bye lie Ve controls are not necessary. You 
would have to control the amount that would vO into the domestic 
market under any two-price system, would you not? 

Mir. SANDE! Yes But it would not be in the form of pre duction 
eontrol, but simply marketing control; just simply a differentiation 
Ol ti ippl 5 

Mir. Poa fF understand that But you would still have to have 
the control on the amount that goes into the domestic market if vou 
: ae ~ oe ; 

\ir. SANDEI But you would not need to do that by having anv 
dealings with individual farmers ex eptl by a mechanism which sepa- 
rated the two port ons of the commodit in the domestic channel, 

| POAC AN mb not goige to have to allocate to that farmer 
tive me mad o1 quota tor the domestic n arket that vou allocate to 
him nov , 

\l % LI \ oO 

\[r. Poaai \re uu going to tell me I can grow all the wheat I 
I want ft 1d St | Lon ie domesti I ¢ , 

\Ir. SANDI Not all tha uu grow on the domestic market: but 
onl your percentage oO what vou grow that vou are entitled to. 

Niy POAC Yo 1 ie till rong to have to dete rt ine my share of the 
domestic market just like you now determine my share of the total 

\ | SANDERS. This is leading us too deep into a discussion, but ] 

d like to make one statement there At the beginning of the 
arketing season the Dey artment of Agriculture could examine the 
yply and determine the total supp! , and then say that a certain 

ercents e of every an’s sale would be entitled Lo price support, 
based on the total percentage that would be consumed in the dor estic 
mal Lat the price support that we are support r the commodity 

Mr. Poaai Mr. Chairman, I would like to discuss that further at a 
bite ime 

Mr. S I would cert: e to get a chans to talk to the 
oO nitte out it 

The CuarrMan. In view of the limitations on our time this morning, 
[ think perhaps it is well not to pursue it further at this time. Mr. 


rolk, vou had nh question 


Mr. Por Mr. Sanders, | was somewhat interested in your recom- 
mendation on item 4 at the bottom ol your first page W ith reference to 
10-year and 5-year periods. I think your membership is very largely 
limited to the area east of the Mississippi River, is it not? 

Mr. Sanpers. We have our largest membership in your State. 

Mr. Potx. | know. As you probably know, in Ohio the biggest 
complaint against the wheat program has been the fact that the Ohio 


farmers feel they are somewhat discriminated against because they 
have not increased their total acreage in wheat production in the last 
several years. I do not suppose there are any more acres of wheat in 


Ohio today than there were 25 years ago. The yield may have been 
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increased slightly, but the acreage has been about the same. The 
Ohio farmer feels that our ereat surplus of wheat is not the fault of 
the Ohio farmers, but the fault of our friends out in Colorado and out 
im the far West where they have increased the acreage of production 
very materially 

Now if we set a o-vear standard, will not that work as a handicay 


it will fre ze, mm other words. the trem«¢ ndous mcreas In acrea out 


) 


in the far West as compared with the east mm part ol thi [ nited States 


the reby giving a permanent advantage to one area o the country 
against another area It seems to me that you as a Grat O Mast 
will be interested in the 10-vear period beeaus wheat in the 10-vear 
period will be more favor: ble to the small farmers in the East 
states What Is vour con ment on ti i? 


Mr. SANDERS. Sometimes, Congressman Polk, we do have to take 
stands that do not look like it is to the speciliec mterest ol : 
Grange membership. This is one of them, | will have te confess. We 
believe that one of the 
controlled production program 1s that it freezes patterns of pi 


criticisms that can be Imposed on a 





that are not best for the welfare of this Nation as a whol The very 
reason Why you have not increased your wheat acreage, and Congress 
man Hill’s section has increased its wheat acreage, is that thev can 
CTOW W heat toa ereater economic advantag The fact of the | Si] ( 

1S, they cannot grow much of anvthine but wh t out there So tha 
is the reason why we support this provisio We beheve that it will 
tend to maintain a sounder pattern of wheat production. It does 


penalize u 
Mr. Poix. Have vou taken this up with yvour members in Ohio? 
Mr. Sanpers. Oh, no 
Mr. Poitx. I do not think they would follow you on this, Mz 
Sanders 


Mr. Sanpers. We are basing this on our general policies and pro 


crams of the past I am sure we would get that sort of a vote in our 
national session 1f this specific measure was brought Pp our na mal 
session. I am just sure of it [ am certain that we are not violating 
a general policy that the Grange would support Lt Nav appear to 


an Ohio Granger that we are 
Mr. Pouk. I believe the majority of your members out tn Ohio 
would prefer the 10-vear period rather than the 5-vear period. 


Mr. Sanpers. One basic principle that the Grange has clung to 
throughout all these discussions since the First World War is that we 
do not believe in a controlled proauction program as a basis for farm 
measures This is a very consistent with that, and | am sure we will 
never depart from it. I feel reasonably sure that the Grange will 


never ad part from supporting some sort of a svstem of control and 
support that will give us abundance rather than restriction 

Mr. AnerNetHY. Mr. Sanders, who fixes the policy of the Grang: 

Mr. Sanpers. They arise in this fashion. Quite often a resolutic 
is passed by even a local Grange, sent to a county Grange v here it 
is passed; then sent toa State Grange and then comes to the National 
Grange. That is usually the normal way of policies arising 

Mr. ABERNETHY Who authorized the issuance of this statement? 
This is policy. This is a statement of the Grange Who authorized 


it? 
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Mr. Sanpers. The national master and myself formulated it. 

Mr. Apernetuy. With whom did you collaborate before the state- 
ment was prepared? Anyone? 

Mr. Sanpers. No. I personally drafted the statement and it was 
referred to Mr. Newsom, who changed it in a few respects; and then 
we agreed that this was the statement we would make. But it is 
based, Congressman, on our full knowledge of what our policies are 
and obviously we do not have a policy on every bill. We cannot have. 

Mr. Aperneruy. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

The Cuarrman. Thank you very much, Mr. Sanders. The next 
witness will be Mr. Ed Bell, representing the National Association of 
Wheat Growers. 


STATEMENT OF ED J. BELL, NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF WHEAT 
GROWERS 


Mr. Bett. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my name 
is E. J. Bell. 1 am administrator of the Oregon Wheat Commission, 
with offices in Pendleton, Oreg. I was in Washington for 11 years, 
from 1930 through 1941, during which time I was with the Federal 
Farm Board, the Farm Credit Administration, and the Agricultural 
Adjustment Administration. I participated in drafting the Agricul- 
tural Adjustment Act of 1938, including the provisions which would 
be amended by the bill that is now before you. The National Associ- 
ation of Wheat Growers asked me to give you whatever suggestions 
might be helpful in your deliberations. 

rom my experience in helping administer this act in the early years, 
and from my observations of its operation in the field since 1941, 
is my opinion that this bill should be passed and that it should be 
passed as soon as possible. The statement made yesterday by Mr. 
Gordon clearly sets forth the reasons why the Department of Agri- 
culture needs these amendments in order to administer the act effec- 
tively during the coming year. It is essential that farmers have full 
and complete information before them when they vote on marketing 
quotas. 

This vote must be held under the provisions of section 336 of the 
act of 1938 before July 25, 1953. The Department of Agriculture 
must prepare information and instructions and get it into the hands 
of all wheat farmers in ample time for them to study it and decide 
how they want to vote in the referendum. Farmers will need to 
know whether or not they are eligible to vote, how much of an adjust- 
ment will be required of them, and what the effect will be upon their 
1954 price-support program. It is necessary for the Department to 
know what action Congress is going to take on the proposed amend- 
ments before farmers can be furnished with the specific information 
that they must have in order to vote intelligently. 

For these reasons, immediate action on the bill now before you is 
imperative. I should like to add 1 or 2 considerations to the statement 
that was presented by the Department of Agriculture. Their state- 
ment contained some excellent reasons why it is sound policy to provide 
a national acreage allotment for the 1954 crop of wheat in excess of 
the present legal minimum of 55 million acres. Another reason why 
this action should be taken by Congress is that it will show hungry 
people in other countries that the United States will have adequate 
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supplies of wheat available for sale. During the past several years I 
have spent quite a little time in the Far East because that is the part 
of the world where more than 75 percent of our Pacific Northwest 
wheat has been sold. I know that it is very disturbing to the food 
ministries in the Orient when they hear that the United States is 
curtailing food production. This is particularly disturbing in view of 
the worldwide shortage of rice and the uncertainty of supplies from 
rice-exporting nations.. With the food supply of half the population 
of the world in a critical state, it would be very poor aaa for 
the United States to announce such a drastic cut in wheat acreage as 
would be required under the law as it now stands. 

If we announce a national allotment of 66 million acres, as pro- 
vided in the bill now before you, this would, 1 believe, be around a 
15 percent cut from 1952 seedings. If we provide even this much 
of a reduction, we should assure other countries that the United 
States has plenty of wheat for sale, and that we are ready and willing 
to sell it to them on terms that they are able to meet. 

In view of the uncertainties of weather in our own country and the 
uncertainties of the international situation, the United States should 
definitely not cut wheat plantings below 66 million acres for the 1954 
crop. I only have one other comment, and that is directed toward 
the provisions of section 3 and section 4 (b) of the bill now before you. 
These provisions would exempt from wheat marketing quotas any 
farm not having in excess of 25 acres, or on which the normal produc- 
tion of the acreage planted is less than 400 bushels. Wheat pro- 
ducers who can grow nothing less and who must depend upon wheat 
for their entire income do not wish to impose unnecessary restrictions 
upon those who raise wheat on small acreages in rotation with othet 
crops. We have not canvassed all the States on this point, but | 
thought you might be interested in the reaction of a group of pro- 
ducers who met in Pendleton, Oreg., a few weeks ago. They dis- 
cussed the very point now before your committee. Some of them 
thought that farms growing 50 acres or less should be exempted from 
quotas. The president of the Oregon Wheat Growers League told 
me that they would like to see this limit as high as Congress believes 
expedient, and certainly not less than 25 acres. 

In conclusion, let me emphasize again that steps need to be taken 
in the immediate future to put definite and specific information into 
the hands of wheat farmers in time for each of them to decide how he 
wants to vote in the referendum. It would be very embarrassing for 
wheat farmers to come in here a year from now and tell Congress and 
the Department that they did not know what they were voting upon 
in July 1953. In order to avoid such a situation, whatever changes 
are to be made in the law should be made as soon as it is possible for 
Congress to act 

The CuarrMan. Are there any questions? 

Mr. Be.tcuer. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask that one question 
you heard me ask Mr. Sanders. You have not discussed the penalty 
provision change. 

Mr. Betu. | would think that the recommendations that have 
been made by the Department would be sound in this case because as 
we understand the interpretation of the present law, the penalty 
would go back to 15 cents a bushel, which would be meaningless. 
I also believe that the bill that you have here would make the wheat 
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penalty consistent with similar provisions for other commodities 
So from that standpoint, I would say that we would have no objection 
to the provisions in the bill 

\ir. Betcuer. The point I am getting at, would vou favor 50 


percent of parity or 50 percent of the basic loan rate? 

\Ir. Beiu. | would say whichever is the easiest to figure, because it 

really will not make much difference in the final analysis 
Ir HoOEVEN Bu the bill does not provide for that The bill sax 
50 percent of parity 1a lieu of the 

Mr. Bex. The bill savs 50 percent of parity 

\] He Do I yr that? 

NI Bet I would not see an obiection to that compared to 50 
percent of the basic loan rate, because in the final analvsis they would 
both be large enouch to effectively control the marketing of the wheat 

The Cra MA \n further questions? If no Ww thank vou very 
m \Ir. Bell, for vour statement Mr. Frank K. Woolley. repre 
el hj (mx ul m Bureau Federation, will be the next 
ai ce 


STATEMENT OF FRANK K. WOOLLEY, AMERICAN FARM BUREAU 
FEDERATION 


\7T 1 
Woot ) Mir. ¢ hairman, | have a statement prepared here 
| P } | } f 
and cop of it are available In view of the shortage of time of the 
committe | will very briefly summarize what is in the statement 
Th (‘tA \TA Without objection vour statement will be made a 
part of the I ord at tl is point 
- 
\] Wooll s statement is as follows 
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thy eneral advi * * * but without definite organization for the purpose 
had little effect * * * xy lene with stabilizati thus demonstrated that 
no measure for impro\ x the iT 1 farm products other than increasing the 
demand of consumers can be effective over a period of years unless it provides a 
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S recognized this with respect to wheat and section 331 reads in 
ions affecting 1e production and marketing of ea ich that 
assistance farmers, individually or in cooper , cannot 
t the recurrence of sue! irpluses and shortages and the burdens 
foreign comimerce resulting therefrom, mainta normal supplies 
vide for the orderly marke thereof in i rstate and foreign 
ral Act of 1 proy ce 1 for price support for vheat tf trom 
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think we can assume that there would not be an objection to this provision as 
applied to wheat 

The provision on page 3, beginning on line 17, providing for a 3-percent State 
reserve would, I think, conform to our policies. 

The provisions on page 4, beg iz line 5, to amend section 355d of the Agri- 
cultural Adjustment Act by increasing the quantity of wheat than can be produced 
on any farm and not be subject to marketing quotas from 200 to 400 bushels 
raises some basic questions which the Farm Bureau has not had an opportunity to 
consider with respect to wheat through its complete organizational machinery for 
dealing with such problems The same is true with respect to the provisions on 
page 4, beginning line 19, that would increase minimum acreage allotments from 
15 to 25 acres Likewise, this same situation with the idea beginning on page 4 
line 22, with respect to e hing the minimum acreage allotment for 1954 
crop of wheat at 66 million acres rather than 55 million as now set forth in the act 
However, in connection with all three of these ideas we have some very funda- 














mental questions t 


| hat we think should be raised for the consideration of this 
committee 


Before going into these detailed provisions, however, let ine say that we are 
definitely in favor of clarifying the language of the act so that it is clear that the 





penalty provisions for marketing wheat in excess of the quota is 50 percent of the 
loan rate We are quite sure that it was never the intention of the Congress that 
the penalty rate would only be 15 cents per bushel However ir policy definitely 
favors 50 percent of the loan rate instead of 50 percent of parity price so we 


would suggest a modification of the bill to this extent 

With respect to raising the minimum acreage and the bushelage that can be 
marketed without penalty and the raising of the minimum acreage allotment t« 
66 million acres, I would like to raise these points: First, will they have the effect 
of moving in the direction of improving the program ‘as apphed to wheat so that 
farmers are producing for the market, or will it move in some other direction? 
In the case of tobacco last vear this committee considered this proposition of mini- 
age allotments as applied to burley tobacco and decided it was bringing 
about a situation whereby a larger and larger responsibility for curtailing produc- 
tion was falling upon a smaller and smaller number of growers This committee 
recognized by the actions taken that the program Was golig in the wrong directior 


and the situation was becoming untenable As vou know, it had gone so far that 








in some areas well over half of the allotments in the area were at the minimum 
The whole question of increasing the minimum acreage allotment for wheat so 
that certain producers will not be affected by marketing quotas and thereby in 
eligible to vote should be considered in the light of ‘nce with other 
programs. 

It should br pointed out that not onlv are we in a marketing-quota positior 
wit! respect to wheat but we are ina quota position With respect to cotton, and 





our exper! 


there is a possibility that we may be in quota position with respect to corn In 
1954. We are facing the situation of having diverted acres from cotton and corn 
With the fats-and-oils picture being as it is and markets as glutted as they are, 
we may have to do something about quotas on soybeans. Now if we are to have 


diverted acres on cotton and possibly corn, and a little more remotelv on soy beans, 
are we not inviting producers in areas that can produce all of these crops, or even 
2 of them, 1 of which is wheat, to divert from these other crops to the production 
of wheat 

If we encourage additional production of wheat outside the traditional commer 
cial wheat-producing areas, will we not have brought about.a situation that will 
penalize the regular commercial wheat growers? While we are in effect holding 
an umbrella over a large percentage of wheat growers, and I understand that 
about 64 percent of all wheat growers will be exempt, the net effect will be to 
make the regular wheat producers make unusually high adjustments. You should 


] 
a 





lso consider in this connection that in the so-called commercial wheat areas 
these producers have few alternate crops for their diverted acres but the producers 
that would be governed by this increased minimum, generally speaking, have 
many more alternative uses for their land resources 


From the foregoing you are undoubtedly by now fully conscious of the fact that 
we are devoted to the principle that the real solution to our problem is the finding 
of additional markets. In the past some Commodity Credit Corporation stocks 
have been carried over for such a long period of time that they have deteriorated 
so that what should have been an asset has turned into a liability, and all the time 
that it was being kept in storage it was hanging over the market and depressing 
the farmer’s price 
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The members of this committee are well aware of the accumulation of CCC 
stocks, and it is estimated that by the fall of 1953 the CCC will have committed 
upward of $5 billion of its borrowing power for so-called surplus agricultural 
commodities. You can anticipate extreme pressure both internally and externally 
for the utilization of these stocks. j ; 

We have been faced with similar situations before, and it is the opinion of the 
American Farm Bureau Federation that we have not used these stocks to the best 
advantage of the United States or the countries to which they were shipped. 
Therefore, we have recommended to the Senate Foreign Relations Committee and 
the House Foreign Affairs Committee that consideration be given by the Congress 
to a plan for the orderly utilization of these stocks to further the mutual security 
objectives of the United States. At this point, Mr. Chairman, I would like to 
read into the record a summary of this proposal 

By way of summary, the American Farm Bureau Federation is strongly in 
favor of the plan of reasonable price supports as embodied in the Agricultural 
Act of 1949. We further strongly subscribe to the proposition that producers 
have responsibility for keeping supplies in line with demand as their part for 
obtaining reasonable price supports. We do not believe that surpluses should be 
brought into being and kept in storage in excess of an adequate supply for the 
domestic market, supplies for the foreign market demand, and a reasonable 
allowance for carryover that will not unduly depress market prices. The real 
solution to our problems is expanding markets and not controlling the agriculture 
economy of the United States. 

We must devote our energies to solving the problem of expanding markets for 
both agricultural and industrial commodities, and to this end we would take the 
stocks of CCC and convert them from liabilities into assets in connection with 
the mutual security and other foreign-aid programs and help open up additional 
markets. Any amendments that are made to the Agricultural Act of 1938 as 
amended with respect to acreage allotments and marketing quotas on wheat 
should be designed to further these objectives rather than to move in some othe 
direction 


ProposaL FoR Use or CCC Srtrocts ror EXpaANDING FREE WoriLbD EcoNOMIES 


The American Farm Bureau Federation recommends consideration of a pro- 
posal to sell up to a billion dollars worth of CCC stocks to reinforce the United 
States Mutual Security Program. The proposal for consideration would au- 
thorize the Secretary of Agriculture to transfer CCC stocks available for expand 
ing world markets, to the Administrator of the Mutual Security program at 
ports of embarkation. It would authorize uhe Administrator of Mutual Security, 
within limitations set by Congress, to offer such stocks for sale through private 
traders to cooperating countries under conditions negotiated by him with receiv- 
ing countries in exchange for local currency. The Administrator would be 
further authorized to accept such currencies for the United States and use them 
to reinforce the Mutual Security Program and further its objectives by using 
the funds under mutual agreement, either (1) as loans to banking institutions 
in cooperating countries which in turn would use the funds to increase produc- 
tion and encourage international trade and/or (2) to pay United States obliga- 
tions such as contributions to cooperative defense establishments, for economic 
development, for aid to other cooperating countiies, and for strategic materials 
to augment United States stockpiles above currently planned levels. 

The American Farm Bureau Federation’s record of opposition to the use of 
foreign-aid programs as a means to dump agricultural supluses is clear. The 
AF BF has repeatedly and consistently opposed the rigid high farm price supports 
which result in the accumulation of dangerously high stocks. Notwithstanding 
our opposition, the Congress has provided for the continuation of rigid 90 percent 
price supports on so-called basic commodites through 1954. Already, invest- 
ments of the Commodity Credit Corporation in agricultural stocks have grown 
to over $3 billion and will probably reach $414 to $5 billion by the end of this year 

These huge supplies now in being and in prospect and which might have been 
avoided by a flexible price-support program create a major problem with which 
the United States must reckon this year. It may be expected that as these 
supplies mount, pressures will mount to give away, destroy or divert them to 
nonmarket uses. These frenzied disposal efforts could jeopardize sound markets, 
could impair the prestige of United States leadership at home and abroad. The 
American Farm Bureau’s proposal offers a way to develop a thoroughly sound 
program for the United States to use these supplies constructively to expand 
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wheat problem for a number of years in the Department of Agriculture, 
and have my own personal opinions. However, I am not representing 
myself. I am representing the American Farm Bureau Federation, 
and anything I say is a reflection of the policy of that organization. 
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of buying and selling commodities on the market know those stocks 
are in existence; they know that, even though they have been frozen, 
they can be unfrozen; and that that béi ‘ing a possibility, they always 
take it into account and it depresses the market to that effect. 

Mr. Horven. Then I understand the Farm Bureau is not in favor 
of the so-called wheat pool that was proposed here this morning? 

Mr. Wooutey. We have never favored the wheat pool idea. We 
have never favored the International Commodity Clearing House. 
We think they have some very basic fundamental weaknesses to them. 
We think, though, that we have a serious situation facing marketing 
quotas with respect to wheat; facing marketing quotas as a distinct 
possibility with respect to cotton; and also with respect to corn. 
And even though there is no marketing quota law with respect to 
sovbeans, the fats and oils picture being as bad as it is, we think we 
are even facing the possibility of some kind of restriction of production 
of sovbeans 

Now I raise that because it seems to me that the committee ought 
to take into consideration this fact, that whenever you start reducing 
au commodity and exempting a group of people from the reduction of 
that production by any device, you begin to create problems that at 
the outset may not look very serious to you; but as time goes along 
they gain larger and larger proportions. I cannot say, as I sit here this 
morning, whether or not the Farm Bureau would favor raising the 
exemption from 15 acres to 25 acres, or from 200 bushels to 400 bushels. 
Sut there are questions in connection with it that I think this com- 
mittee ought to definitely consider; and I am sure that the policy of 
our organization is such that it will support the asking of these 
que ‘stions. 

You remember you talked about tobacco last year, burley tobacco 
and the minimum acreage allotment on that. You decided there that 
the minimum acreage allotment was getting you in trouble and that 
you were going in the wrong direction. So you decided to go in the 
opposite direction with respect to minimum allotments on bucley 
tobacco. Now, if you put an umbrella, so to speak, over 64 percent 
of the producers, it is true that they may only produce about 20 
percent of the wheat; but if you put an umbrella over them and at 
the same time you have got diverted acres with respect to other crops, 
you are going to encourage them to go into wheat and this may operate 
to the detriment of the regular wheatgrower; it may very definitely 
operate ag ainst him. 

The CHatrrMan. Will you yield right there on that point? 

Mr. Woouuey. Surely. 

The CuarrmMan. In the past several years there have been no 
restrictions upon the production of wheat whatever. 

Mr. Woou.ey. In 1950 there was, I believe. 

The CHarrMan. But most of the time; that is the only exception. 
During all the remainder of the time since 1942 there have been no 
restrictions, and there have been none since 1950. So anyone who 
wanted to produce wheat could do so without restriction. There 
was nothing to induce him to curtail or nothing to induce him to 
produce wheat except he might think it to his interest to do it. 

Do you think that legislation such as we have here is going to be 
any more conducive to stimulating the production of wheat than you 
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would have in a free economy where there were no restrictions what- 
ever? 

Mr. Woouuey. Of course I cannot agree that there has not been 
an incentive to produce wheat. There has been a very definite 
incentive to produce wheat in the form of a 90 percent mandatory 
price ee 

The CHatrMan. Maybe I did not state my question correctly 
Do you think there is any more inducement now than there has been 
in the past years? 

Mr. Woouuey. For 1954, with 90 percent en price support, 
there is no more inducement to produce wheat in 1954 than there 
was in 1952 or 1953. But the price-support program has definitely 
induced people to go into the production of wheat who would not 
have otherwise gone into it, and there are areas where there are 
national producing commodities that the market wants, because those 
commodities are not supported as high in relationship to wheat as 
wheat is. Therefore they are not producing for the market and wheat 
is not being used for the market. 

The CuatrMan. Maybe [ misunderstood your statement originally. 
[ thought that you were critical of this particular approach because 
you thought it might induce the exp: ss of acreage 

Mr. Woouuey. No, I am not critical of it. I will tell you what | 
would like to see us do, if we could. | think this is a very serious thing 
as far as the wheat producers are concerned. I think this is a very 
serious proposition with respect to the whole question of price sup- 
ports, the level of supplies, and the philosophy with respect to the 
imposition of marketing quotas. I would like to see this committee 
give us an opportunity to call our people together and discuss this 
and come forward with the recommendations that would be based on 
our wheat people’s attitude with respect to this 

The CuarrmMan. How soon could that be done? 

Mr. Woou.ey. This is now June 5. | think we could call a meet- 
ing within the next week or 10 days. Then asa result of this commod- 
itv group’s meeting from all of the wheat areas, we could then put it 
up to our executive committee that whatever they come up with, we 
will bring to the committee. This is what I would really like to do. 

The CHarrMan. The committee is in this situation. Unless we 
pass some legislation in both Houses before the Ist of July—in fact, 
much before that—the wheat farmers of this country and the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture are going to be in a situation where they will not 
know how they can plan or with what they are to be confronted 
That is the reason for haste at this time, and is a very strong reason, 
I think. Do you think you could get together at an earlier time? 

Mr. Woo..ery. I do not know how we could do it. I will tell vou 
what we will do, though. We will call our people with the idea in 
mind of trying to get them together as early as possible and then | 
will talk to you about it. | really think this is very fundamental. 
One thing I did want to say for the benefit of the committee that is 
here. It is in this statement. We really have come around to the 
belief that what we have got to do is to use these Commodity Credit 
Corporation stocks to expand our markets and that we are not going 
to solve our problems with respect to the agricultural plant being 
greater than our markets are. That is really what the agricultural 
problem is. We build it up to a point where we just can produce so 
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not know just where they would want to do it. It is really question- 
able in my mind as to whether they would favor the 15 to 25. [I under- 
stand what the problem is, and our people favor marketing quotas. 
I think they would want to see something done that would mean that 
marketing quotas would not be voted out. Lam pretty sure that this 
is What our fundamental philosophy would be at this present time. 
That is certainly what is in the act of 1938 and its amendments. 

The question, though, as to whether or not by eomng from 15 to 
25 you may not be compounding your problems is something that | 
am sure they would really like to comment upon and like to make their 
own decision on before they see the ¢ ‘ongeress act 

The CHAIRMAN The Committee IS gomg to have Lo adjourn on 
account ol the rolleall how vomg on | would like to suggest this 
with respect to any action which your committee dealing with this 
matter might want to take. It would be very difficult, 1 think, for 
us to hold up action on this bill in the committee until you could meet, 
assuming you take a week or 10 days, because if this legislation is 
voing-to have any value at all we have to get at it at once. I had 
hoped we could take some action in this committee on this bill the 
first of next week 

However, there is pending in the Senate a bill which goes farther 
than this bill in the matter of carrvovers, and it also deals with corn 


us well as wheat There will be hearings on that bill, and I assume 
on this bill, if we pass it in the House. If you would be able to get 
vour group together before that time, you could present your views 
at the Senate hearings. I do not think ther are contemplating them 
immediately. While | would like to have your views before this 
committee when we consider this legislation, I do not believe that 
time will permit it. But you would have an opportunity when the 


bill comes before the Senate to present them there. In the overall, 
they would be considered either in the Senate or in conference, but 
probably not here in the House 

Mr. Woo.ury. | appreciate that and I would like to leave this one 
idea with you. We are really interested in the farmers getting the 
maximum real income; | mean real income. That is what we are 
interested in. We believe that an adjustment program properly 
operated at proper levels will help bring that about. 

But please, when you deal with the people over in the Senate, 
do not agree to increasing the carryover. We think this will militate 
against a sound solution of our problems, and it diverts our attention 
away from the real proposition of finding the markets for this sur- 
plus. We have got to solve that problem or else we are going to 
drown in our own production, 

The Cuarrman. I can only speak for myself. My own position 
is the position taken in this bill. I do not favor a permanent increase 
in the carryover formula at this time. I think that is a matter that 
should be taken up at a later date when we have more time. 

Mr. Woou.ey. That is a very far-reaching proposition that should 
not be lightly discussed. 

The CuHarrmMan. The committee will adjourn until the further 
call of the Chair. 

(Thereupon, at 11:25 a. m., the committee adjourned subject to 
further call of the Chair.) 
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